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Chapter 1. The Narrative, the Different Puzzles, and the Approach 
I. Narrative 
"We still don't even have a name we can all call ourselves. We are many people. We always have been. 
There is no such thing as a homosexual anymore, if there ever was. There is no inclusive word to embrace 
us all. Gay is what we're using now, though I know few who really are happy with this word. Queer is truly 
hateful to many, including me. It is a revolting word and a million miles from connoting pride upon its 
bearers. It took people of color in America many centuries to coalesce as Africa-Americans. Perhaps we 
need more time to locate and agree on our name."  (Larry Krammer) 
 
As what was seen as a momentous episode in Philippine LGBT
1
 activism, a Lesbian, 
Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT)  organization known as Ang Ladlad attempted to make 
history by participating in the country’s party list election in two consecutive polls. The group 
first partook in the 2007 local polls with the party slogan, Equal Rights and NOT Special Rights, 
while it capitalized on the theme of Pantay na Karapatan Para sa Lahat (Equal Right[s] for 
Everyone) during the 2010 General Elections. In both instances, Ang Ladlad attempted to be the 
official LGBT organization that would forward the legislative interests of the sexual minorities
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in the Lower House of Representatives by consistently anchoring its advocacies in the language 
of human rights and the principle of equality before the rule of law.  
Unlike the single and consistent image of Ang Ladlad, organizers of the country’s 
previous Pride Marches opted to use different approaches to celebrating the LGBT community 
and highlighting the issues confronting the sexual minorities in the country.  The first Pride 
March in 1994 was highly anti-government and Marxist in orientation, while the succeeding three 
gatherings abandoned the approach of its predecessor, and chose a pro-government and highly 
celebratory tone instead. This seemingly fragmented approach to the Pride Marches has continued 
until the present, with organizers focusing on different themes every year.   
                                                          
1
 Lesbian-Gay-Bisexual-Transgender  
2
 Throughout this thesis, I will interchangeably use LGBTs and sexual minorities to refer to those who are 
considered outside the ‘contested heteronormative’ gender norms. While the terms may be read and 
interpreted differently, I decided to ignore these conceptual differences to highlight the way society treat all 
forms of sexual deviancy as the same.  
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 In a country down south, gay and lesbian activism in Singapore first became public after 
a group of 10 LGBT advocates, involving six gay men, two lesbians, and two straight women, 
submitted an application to the Ministry of Home Affairs (MHA) in November 1996 to have their 
‘informal’ meeting group be legally recognized as part of the civil society. With People Like Us 
(PLU) as its official name, the members and supporters hoped that the government would grant 
its application to make the organization as the ‘official’ support group for Singaporean LGBTs. 
(Webmaster, History of PLU: the first registration attempt 1996-1997, 2003).  The country’s 
Registry of Societies, however, later denied the application. The group’s members submitted 
another registration application in 2004 using the same non-radical and pro-active approach to 
LGBT activism, although their intentions were also turned down by the government 
(Webmaster,” Government refuses to register People Like Us again”, 2004).  
 Although both attempts to register PLU failed, members and supports of the Singaporean 
LGBT community later found another avenue to fight for its basic rights without the government 
shutting down their initiative.  Initially launched as a peaceful gathering in 2009, Pink Dot has 
now evolved into an annual event where sexual minorities and their supporters come together as 
one community to reaffirm the right to love and be loved regardless of one’s sexual orientation. 
While organizers have still refused to label Pink Dot as an exclusively LGBT event, the gathering 
has been used as a venue to rally open-minded individuals to fight bigotry and discrimination 
against sexual minorities in the country.   
 The different approaches of Ang Ladlad and Pride Marches in the Philippines as well as 
PLU and Pink Dot in Singapore to LGBT activism are puzzling knowing that these organizations 
and events all have the same goal of eliminating the discrimination against those who deviate 
from the so-called heteronormative norms. What made Ang Ladlad focus on the concept of 
human rights, while Pink Dot anchored its campaign in the notions of freedom to love and the 
importance of family acceptance? Do these variations represent the different standpoints of the 
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people behind them, or do they simply illustrate how fragmented the LGBT movement is?  Do 
these differences support or refute any existing theory in the study of social movements?   
Coming from the burgeoning literature that focuses on the different roles that collective 
identity plays in social movements, this thesis explores the relationship between the 
aforementioned concept and the tactical choices of the activists. Specifically, I plan to look at 
how the identity of an LGBT movement organisation is related to the activists’ strategy to reach 
their political goals.  Drawing on the gay and lesbian social movement organisations in the 
Philippines and Singapore, I would attempt to uncover a plausible link between way the 
collective identity is formed and employed.   
Gay and Lesbian Social Movements 
 Various gay and lesbian social movement organisations have been established and 
formed to forward the rights of the LGBT community. The gay and lesbian movement in the 
United States has advocated for the decriminalization of homosexuality, the legalization of gay 
marriage, and at the same time questioned current policies on military service, civil rights, and 
hate crimes since the Stonewall Riot (Mucciaroni, 2008). This has been done through various 
means such as demonstrations, public gatherings, and even through different policy initiatives. 
Such presence and advocacies of the LGBT movement have also been visible in other parts of the 
globe. In the United Kingdom, the movement has been active in repealing laws that discriminate 
the LGBT community as well as in other countries, including Brazil, Japan, and France, (Adam, 
Duyvendak and Koruwel, 1999).   
It is worth noting, however, that the LGBT community is composed of people with 
different sexual, social, and even racial identities who experience discrimination in dissimilar 
ways.  Gay men may feel more restricted in places where sodomy is criminalized compared to 
gay women who are indirectly affected by the law. Likewise, transgendered inviduals may 
experience more discrimination compared to straight-acting gay men and women in most places. 
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As such, these differences may affect the way one politicizes his or her sexual identity, and 
thereby resulting in the establishment of LGBT organizations which have different advocacies 
and priorities. For instance, lesbians may push more for the legalization of same-sex marriage, 
while gay men may exert efforts for the removal of an anti-sodomy law. Yet, it is fascinating that 
the LGBT activism has always been projected as a collective effort among different sexual 
minorities. It has always been staged as a protest over “their” rights and “their” struggle in a 
society that is marked by bigotry (Alexander, 1999).      
However, it should be further noted that LGBT organisations under this general umbrella 
of LGBT activism have all chosen different methods and approaches to forward their political and 
social agenda. For example, the approach of LGBT organizations in the early years of the LGBT 
movement in the US was more radical compared with the more pro-active and engaging strategy 
which LGBT organizations have been pursuing in recent years (Engels, 2001). Such variations 
can also be spotted in the different approaches used by LGBT organizations in Southeast Asia. 
Rainbow Community Kampuchea (RoCK), a gay organization in Cambodia, has staged a number 
of highly celebratory pride marches in the past years, while GAYa NUSANTARA, the oldest 
LGBT organization in Indonesia, has chosen to organize symposiums and conventions that 
forward the interests of the sexual minorities in the community (Administrator, 2011).  
Given the complex nature of the LGBT movement, it appears that despite having a 
common rallying point, LGBT organizations also have unique and sometimes contrasting ways in 
carrying out their activism. As illustrated above, several organizations take on the issues of 
discrimination in highly festive pride marches compared with those that choose to work within 
the government imposed limits to activism. It is this disconnect between a common advocacy and 
different approaches that led me to this research project. Why is it that gay and lesbian 
organizations take various images or approaches to LGBT activism? Is it because of the 
dissimilar and sometimes competing ideologies surrounding queer theory or gay and lesbian 
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politics, or is it because LGBT organizations are forced to adjust its image depending on their 
respective political terrains?  
II. The Theoretical Puzzles  
  Limitations of the Current Approaches to Studying Collective Identity 
The dominant theoretical literature on collective behavior gives little empirical 
explanation on the complex role of collective identity in social movements. As what Stryker 
argues, students of social movements have mainly approached their field with the ‘rational’ man 
and structural models (Stryker, Owens, & White, 2000). This means that social movements have 
been seen as mere “structural and organizational phenomena” (Smithey 2009: 658), and thereby 
undermining the importance of concepts that are unrelated to political, organizational and 
institutional structures.  
The Resource Mobilization Approach (RMA) only focuses on the centrality of resources 
as well as the calculation of costs and benefits in determining the course of success of a social 
movement (Braddy, Verba, and Schlozman, 1995; Crossley, 2002; McCarthy and Zald, 1977 and 
2002; Opp, 2008; Piven and Cloward, 1991). Questions on internal and external resources, and 
how they relate to the success of the movement as well as the calculation of costs and benefits 
surrounding the general trajectory of the movement then become the important points-of-analysis. 
RMA assumes that humans, as rational actors, will always prioritize their needs and grievances, 
understand the various opportunities and constraints they have in reaching and solving their needs 
and grievances, and weigh the relative costs and actions of their decisions and actions. Hence, 
anything that cannot be operationalized in terms of the rationality of a person is exluded in the 
analysis. 
The essential emphasis of the Political Process Model (PPM), on the other hand, is that 





 sets the grievances around which activists mobilize, advantaging some claims and 
disadvantaging others. Specifically, the wisdom, creativity, and outcomes of activists’ choices, 
briefly their agency, can only be understood and evaluated by looking at the political environment 
and the rules of the game in which those choices are made (Mayer, 2004). This is because 
activists’ decisions are seen as reactionary and structurally-motivated. Hence, concepts such as 
the political opportunities and constraints (Tarrow, 1998) as well as political cycles (McAdam, 
1995) are understood within the structural influence of the political environment. Furthermore, 
PPM assumes that the activists’ response to the political environment is always historically, 
socially, and culturally anchored in the local language of contestation. That is why concepts, such 
as repertoires
4
 (Tilly, 1995) and framing
5
 (Snow and Benford, 1992), are always seen within a 
specific political terrain which has its own local peculiarities.      
Collective behaviour theorists attempted to address the absence of identity in the study of 
social movements through their introduction of the New Social Movement (NSM) theory. Unlike 
RMA and PPM, NSM takes into consideration the role of identity in the emergence and 
maintenance of the movement (Crossley 2002). In this approach, NSM theorists look at how 
‘identity-based social movements’ highlight how a state classifies people and challenge the 
resulting identities, which have been allegedly used as a way to discriminate certain individuals in 
society. The theory thus sees these identity-based movements as collective actions that seek to 
reaffirm or denounce the respective identities which they are representing.  
                                                          
3
 The concept of “political environment” is also defined as “context within which politics takes place.” See 
Eisenger 1973. 
4
 The word repertoire “identifies a limited set of routines that are learned, shared and acted out through a 
relatively deliberate process of choice. Repertoires are learned cultural creations, but they do not descend 
from abstract philosophy or take shape as a result of political propaganda; they emerge from struggle. 
People learn to break windows in protest, attack pilloried prisoners, tear down dishonoured houses, stage 
public marches,  petition, hold formal meetings, organise special-interest associations. At any particular 
point in history, however, they learn only a rather small number of alternative ways to act collectively” (see 
Tilly 1995, 26) 
5
 Framing refers to the very means where the movement tries to connect to its audience through associating 
its advocacy with past and current social issues, other advocacies of other movements, and others. See 
Goffman, 1974; Snow et al. 1986, Snow and Benford 1992, and Tarrow 1998 
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However, most of the assumptions laid down by NSM theorists only connect the concept 
of identity to the very goals that these identity-based movements want to achieve. Therefore, all it 
is able to give is just a normative account of what identity-based movements fight for without 
explaining identity as a dynamic and independent concept. As what Bernstein writes, “[it] does 
not adequately address… the relationship between identity, culture, and the political economy; 
whether and why status identities are understood and deployed in essentialist or constructionist 
ways; and what is the causal relationship between organizing based on status identities and a 
variety of movement consequences” (Bernstein, 2005: 55).  
Such limited understanding on identity obscures the possibility of further explaining how 
and why gay and lesbian organizations have different collective identities. Obviously, this 
research will not be able to simply rely on the three dominant approaches to unravel the plausible 
reasons why Philippine and Singaporean gay and lesbian organizations have employed different 
collective identities despite all being part of the general LGBT activism. Thus, it will be better to 
look at specific frameworks that specifically highlight the importance of the concept of identity in 
the study of collective behavior.  
Identity and Collective Identity in Social Movements 
Due to the perceived gaps in the dominant approaches to the study collective behavior, 
students of social movements have decided to turn their gaze on the concept of identity as a 
possible site of research. As what Snow and McAdam write, “One of the central themes running 
through the literature on social movements during the past decade is the observation that identity 
is a pivotal concept in attempting to understand movement dynamics” (Snow & McAdam, 2000: 
41). True enough, identity has become one of the  key concepts in the study of social movements 
in recent years (Conover, 1984; Cohen, 1985; Epstein, 1987 and 1994; Eckstein, 1989; Hunt 
1991; Taylor and Whittier, 1992; Calhoun 1994; Garner 1996; Taylor, 1996; Schneider, 1997; 
Tilly, 1998; Buechler, 2000). In these past research projects, concepts such as “group 
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identification,” “identity politics,” “contested identities,” and “collective identity” became 
dominant topics in the study of social movement.  
Collective Identity. 
Collective identity has generally been defined as the shared definition, aims and 
boundary of a group of people in a movement. (Taylor and Whittier, 1992, 1995; Johnston et al., 
1994; Gamson, 1996; Van Dyke and Cress, 2006). This shared identity may include ideologies, 
beliefs and sentiments about the political changes that protestors want to achieve in their society. 
As what Jasper and Polleta explained, collective identity could be seen as: 
“… as an individual’s cognitive, moral, and emotional connection with a 
broader community, category, practice, or institution. It is a perception of a 
shared status or relation, which may be imagined rather than experienced 
directly, and it is distinct from personal identities, although it may form part of a 
personal identity. A collective identity may have been first constructed by 
outsiders (for example, as in the case of “Hispanics” in this country), who may 
still enforce it, but it depends on some acceptance by those whom it is applied. 
Collective identities are expressed in cultural materials—names, narratives, 
symbols, verbal styles, rituals clothing, and so on—but not all cultural materials 
express collective identities” (Polleta and Jasper, 2001: 285) 
  
 Recent scholarship has primarily used collective identity to fill the gaps left by RMA, 
PPM and NSM, shedding light on why social movement emerges, addressing the free-rider 
dilemma, highlighting cultural effects of identity and understanding how it relates to the activists’ 
tactical choices. However, most of these inquiries still failed to move beyond the theoretical 
limitations by the dominant approaches to studying social movement since they merely responded 
to the shortcomings of RMA, PPM and NSM. As what Polleta and Jasper (2001) noticed, the new 
literature simply looks at collective identity outside the premises that the three aforementioned 
approaches foregrounds.  This is because they “have turned identity into a kind of residual 
category, describing what happens outside structures, outside the state, outside rational action.”  
Indeed, such problem is also mentioned in Smithey’s (2009) evaluation of the literature 
on collective identity in the study of social movement. According to Smithey, most of these 
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inquiries treat collective identity merely as a  factor that affects the way social movements are 
created and maintained, and fail to look at the concept as more dynamic and relational. As such, 
there has been a new wave of collective identity literature that attempts to correct these 
theoretical loopholes, looking at the aforementioned concept as a pertinent variable in the 
equation.  
Strategy 
In their review of the literature on collective identity and social movements, Polleta and 
Jasper (2001), argue that sociologists have mainly approached the relationship between collective 
identity and strategy in three ways. The first approach links the way the collective identity is used 
with the” history of the political activity” (Polleta & Jasper, 2001: 293). This particular way of 
studying tactical identities sees the importance of looking at the pre-existing or new language of 
contention in understanding the connection between the identity and strategy of the movement. 
The second approach, on the other hand, shows how the collective identity of the movement is 
constructed, changed, and enacted as a strategy of activists. The identity of the movement is seen 
as highly reactionary to the very strategies that the activists have in relation to their target goals. 
The last approach highlights how the collective identity is already integrated in the strategies, 
tactics, and even organizational form of the movement. It basically explores how the movements’ 
identity and their understanding of their identity limit their strategic efforts in achieving their 
goal.  
Smithey’s assessment of the recent literature on collective identity in social movements 
forwards a similar categorization of how the aforementioned concept has been approached in the 
field (Smithey, 2009). According to Smithey, the study on collective identity as well as the 
concept of tactics and strategies have been analyzed in four broad themes—collective identity 
shaping tactical choices, tactics shaping collective identity, reconciling identity and tactics, and 
conflict and interaction (Smithey, 2009: 664-666).  The first theme takes into account the 
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movement’s history and ideology as well as the political and institutional structures in 
understanding how identity-based movements construct and use their collective identity. The 
second theme looks at the relationship between the tactics and collective identity as the former 
influencing the latter, and as such, connection is said to be evident especially in the case of the 
LGBT movement. The third and the fourth themes see the relationship between the collective 
identity and tactics as having an active “dialectical-relationship” and interaction between them. 
III. The Approach 
In an attempt to better understand how and why the collective identity of a gay and 
lesbian social movement organization changes from one group to another, I shall commence with 
one of the established assumptions which argue that the collective identity of identity-based 
movements is part of the strategy of activists. For this thesis, I refer to strategy as “…the 
conceptual link we make between the places, the times, and ways we mobilize and deploy our 
resources, and the goals we hope to achieve. Strategy is how we turn what we have into what we 
need – by translating our resources into the power to achieve purpose” (Ganz, 2000 cited in 
Smithey, 2009). Thus, as what Smithey argues, “Strategy involves planning oriented toward 
achieving objectives, which is not to say that it is fully rational, it exhibits intention or purpose” 
(Smithey, 2009: 3-4).  
Looking at how the collective identity of LGBT movement organizations in the 
Philippines and Singapore is created and used as a strategy requires this research to use the 
various theoretical discussions on tactical identities (Polleta and Jasper, 2001 and Smithey, 2009). 
However, searching for plausible explanations that have influenced the way the collective identity 
is used as a strategy may require more specific theoretical frameworks than those offered by the 
earlier discussion on identity and strategy.  Hence, I look at Van Dyke and Cress’s Structural 
Analysis of Collective Identity (2006), Bernstein’s Political Identity Model (1997, 2002, 2008), 
and Choup’s Collective Identity Frame (2008) as my main points-of-departure.   
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Structural Analysis of Collective Identity 
In their research, Van Dyke and Cress posit that the different sociopolitical contexts and 
the opposition to the LGBT movement in Ohio influenced the construction of the collective 
identity, particularly the gender composition, of the movement from 1970 to 2000 (Van Dyke & 
Cress, 2006).  Specifically, they argue that the “high levels of opposition” destroyed the barriers 
within the LGBT community, and thereby allowing different LGBT activists to work together 
under a unified movement (Van Dyke & Cress, 2006: 520). The social stigma created by the 
counter-movements, such as the Christian Right Groups, compelled the LGBTs to forget their 
gender differences and dissimilar political agendas, and unite under the collective identity of their 
so-called deviant sexual orientation in Columbus, Ohio. Moreover, Van Dyke and Cress’s 
research suggests that other political issues, notably the AIDS epidemic, played a crucial role in 
the construction of the collective identity of the LGBT movement in the 1990s.  
However, the theoretical framework of Van Dyke and Cress can only explain why 
different people of sexual identities come together as one unified force in society under the 
umbrella of the LGBT movement. Their theoretical framework only provides several reasons for 
the possibility of creating a cohesive collective identity amidst the sexual differences in the 
LGBT community, failing to explain the process in which the collective identity of the movement 
becomes part of the activists’ strategies. Hence, I shall be looking at Bernstein’s PIM to address 
the theoretical inadequacies of Van Dyke and Cress’s framework. 
Political Identity Model (PIM)  
Similar to the structural approach of Van Dyke and Cress, Bernstein uses the concept of 
political and institutional structures to understand how collective identity of a social movement is 
created. However, she further argues that these structures also affect the way the collective 
identity of social movements is used as part of the activists’ strategies. Bernstein (1997) argues 
that “there are three separate and distinct levels of identity as it relates to social movements” 
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namely: “identity for empowerment, identity as a strategy, and identity as a goal” (Bernstein & 
De la Cruz, "What are you?": Explaining Identity as a Goal of the Multiracial Hapa Movement, 
2008: 727. The first analytic dimension presents identity as the source why people mobilize 
together and form a collective action. Through the sense of consciousness and empowerment, 
people become aware of their identities and the corresponding positions they have in society, 
possibility for political action, and gaining political standing with regard to different political 
issues. The second analytic dimension, on the other hand, treats identity as a goal for social 
movements. By fighting for the recognition of the ‘new’ identities in society, collective action 
seeks to acknowledge these identities or deconstruct existing restrictive social categories 
(Bernstein 1997). Then, the last analytic dimension treats identity as a strategy. According to 
Bernstein, the social movement’s identity is actually a response to the political terrain where the 
movement is located.  
By focusing on the third analytic dimension, Bernstein explains that the shift from 
celebration to suppression of collective identity by four lesbian and gay rights campaigns in the 
United States can be attributed to “the configuration of political access, the structure of social 
movement organizations, and the type and extent of opposition (Bernstein 1997, 539). As shown 
in Figure 1, the collective identity, whether through celebration or suppression of identity of 
difference, is affected by the organizational structure of the the gay and lesbian movement, access 
to the polity
6
 by the movement, and the opposition to it. These factors push the gay and lesbian 
movement to employ different forms of collective identity in order to maximize the positive 
effects that the structures have on its goal, and at the same time minimize the setbacks of these 
factors on its aims.  
 
 
                                                          
6
 Using Bernstein’s (1997) framework, polity refers to the political structures in society such as the 
government, members of the Congress, etc. 
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Although I agree that Bernstein’s PIM is able to explain the factors that shape the way the 
collective identity of a movement is used as a strategy, I believe that it fails to highlight the 
importance of the notion of historicity in the equation. As what PPM theorists posits, activists’ 
decisions are socially and historically anchored in the local language of contention. Hence, the 
very ways activists responds to the social and political structures around them are also 
historically, socially culturally and politically grounded. As such, I would like to use Choup’s 
collective frame action framework to complement Bernstein’s PIM. 
Collective Action Frame (CAF) 
In looking at the possible reasons why the different grassroots organizations in the rural 
areas of the Dominican Republic varied in terms of their response and protest against the 
government, Choup (2008) argues that the different neighborhood histories resulted in various 
local identities that shaped the way people created and generated their stance in “favor or against 
Strong Organizational 









































political engagement with the state” (Choup, 2008: 191). As shown in Figure 2, the collective 
identity is influenced by local histories in the form of salient characteristics of the collective 
identity, group consciousness, and the opposition to the dominant order. This means that the 
collective identity that is used to confront the government or the movement’s opponents is 
anchored in the local history or language of contention. 
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In this research, I shall explore this assumed relationship between collective identity and 
the movement’s advocacies. Specifically, I shall look at the factors that affect the way the 
collective identity of an LGBT movement organization is constructed and employed as a part of 
the group’s stategy. Figure 3 illustrates the approach that I shall be using in answering the 
questions of this research.       
  In doing so, I shall start with the assumption that members of the LGBT community are 
able to abandon their differences and unite under one collective movement because of the a) 
movement’s internal structure, and b) the external conditions surounding the movement. Using 
Van Dyke and Cress’s framework, I refer to the internal structure as the group’s composition and  
organizational arrangement. The external conditions, on the other hand, refer to the socio-political 
context as well as various cultural and state institutions that have a direct impact on the lives of 
the group of people which the movement is representing.  
 Furthermore, I shall be using Bernstein’s analytic dimension on collective identity as a 
strategy in understanding the differences in the collective identity of the LGBT movement 
organisations. In doing so, I shall assume that the aforementioned variations are a result of the 
different strategies, which the activists designed in order to ensure that their groups would be able 
to achieve their respective goals. Hence, concepts such as the political conditions, opponents to 
the movements, and other factors would definitely play a crucial role in shaping the decisions of 
these activists on what collective identity to use.   
Lastly, coming from the Area Studies tradition, I believe that it is of high importance that 
we properly situate our empirical studies in their respective local pecularities. This means that the 
theoretical frameworks that have been established by sociologists and political scientists in the 
West should always be taken in with caution by scholars studying the same social phenomena 
located in our places. Hence, I shall be using Choup’s argument of local histories to further 
understand the factors that may or may not influence the way the collective identity is used as a 
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strategy of the movement. This means that I will not automatically use the variables laid down by 
Bernstein in her PIM, but open this research to the possibility of looking at other variables that 
could have shaped the way the collective identity of the LGBT movement organisations in the 
Philippines and Singapore was created and strategically used.  
Methodology 
In this thesis, I explored how identity-based social movement organisations in the 
Philippines and Singapore strategically constructed their collective identity. I used several gay 
and lesbian social organisations for this research because they are “considered as the 
quintessential identity movement” by social movement theorists such as Melucci (1989), 
Duyvendak (1995), Duyvendak and Giugni (1995), and Bernstein (1997: 532). As such, I studied 
the different groups of LGBT activists behind the past Pride Marches and Ang Ladlad in the 
Philippines, and People Like Us (PLU) and Pink Dot Movement in Singapore. 
I decided to use the  Philippines and Singapore as my main country-cases because of 
several reasons. First, I had to conduct my research in places where I am highly familiar with and 
have access to the different LGBT movement organisations. Given the time constraints in doing 
this thesis, I had to make sure that I would be able to easily gather the necessary information. 
Thus, having established social connections in the Philippines and Singapore proved to be an 
important factor. Second, I had to do my research in places where I can understand and use one of 
the main languages spoken by majority of my respondents. Being Filipino-Chinese, my language 
familiarity is only limited to English, Filipino, and Mandarin. Thus, choosing LGBT activists in 
the Philippines and Singapore, who mainly converse in the aforementioned languages, as my 
main respondents proved to be beneficial for my research. Last, the Philippines and Singapore 
offered a good avenue to conduct my research due to its bourgeouning LGBT organisations—
having the establishment of the first-ever LGBT political party in Asia and the first every LGBT 
gathering in a highly Chinese and conservative country in the region. The emerging LGBT 
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organisations in these two places provided me with the opportunity to test the existing Western 
theoretical frameworks in the East, and even study a regional area which has been neglected by 
those who focus on collective identity.  
I conducted an archival research of different periodical articles about the past Pride 
Marches in the Philippines, Ang Ladlad, People Like Us, and Pink Dot. Moreover, I looked at the 
different organizational documents that were used by the activists behind these movement 
organisations. Through the different organizational documents, I got access to the internal 
discussions that took place within the core committees of the LGBT groups. Lastly, I utilized the 
various online sources such as the blog sites of the activists to gather more information about the 
LGBT movements. All of the information gathered from these sources were used as my primary 
data.  
I also conducted twenty (20) open-ended and semistructured interviews with the former 
and present officers of the movements. These interviews helped me clarify and complement the 
information from my preliminary data. I also attended the different meetings of the Task Force 
Pride (TFP) and Ang Ladlad  in the Philippines, and participated in the different events of 
Indignation
7
 and in the past two consecutive Pink Dot gatherings in Singapore. This participation 
allowed me to get a closer look at the internal organizational structure of the four LGBT 
organisations I am studying, and at the same time be more acquianted with their various 
advocacies and objectives.    
The data I gathered in my preliminary research and fieldwork were grouped and analyzed 
per case study. This means that the four LGBT groups were treated as individual cases rather than 
sources for a comparitive work. I intended this project to be an explanatory research because I 
believe that lack of research on LGBT movement and collective identity in Southeast Asia just 
shows how it would be better to first establish the right variables before doing any form of 
                                                          
7
 Indignation is the annual Pride Celebration that PLU organizes in Singapore.  
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comparative analysis on these yet to be determined specifics. But in doing an exploratory 
research on this topic, I was also forced to briefly conduct a cross-cultural analysis of the existing 
theoretical frameworks to studying collective identity and strategy. Most of the literature on this 
topic is mostly based on Western cases, and that conducting this research became an opportunity 
to also test the theoretical applicability of those frameworks to a non-Western site. However, this 
research only briefly dealt with the theortical applicability of the exisitng frameworks on 
collective identity and strategy. The bulk of the analysis still lies in exploring the concept of 
collective identity and strategy in LGBT movement organisations in the Philippines and 
Singapore.   
IV. Roadmap 
This thesis is divided into five parts. The first part situates the thesis in the current and 
dominant literature on social movements, collective identity, and strategy. It  narrates the 
background of the study, the limitations of the existing literature on collective identity and 
strategy in social movement theories, and where this thesis would be located in the study of social 
movements. The second and the third part of this thesis give a brief historical account of 
homosexuality in the Philippines and Singapore, and the four LGBT organisations covered in this 
research. This means that these two parts explore the stories behind Ang Ladlad, the Pride 
Marches in the Philippines from 1994 to 2009, People Like Us (PLU), and Pink Dot. The fourth 
part, on the other hand, focuses on the theoretical framewor, looking at how the four 
organisations unified the LGBT community in the Philippines and Singapore, and how the 
collective identity of these groups was used as a strategy to achieve their respective goals.  Last, 
the fifth part ties the theoretical discussion in the first chapter with the the stories of the four 
LGBT movements covered in the second until the fourth chapter, and demonstrates the 
implication of this research in the study of collective identity, strategy, and social movement, 






























Chapter 2. A Brief Historical Overview: Homosexuality in the Philippines, Ang Ladlad, and 
Pride Marches from 1994-2009 
 
I. “Supposed” Early Accounts of Homosexuality in the Philippines 
Several historical, cultural, and anthropological studies trace the history of homosexuality 
in the Philippines to pre-colonial transvestitism (Salazar, 1989; Errington, 1990; Tan 2001; 
Peletz, 2006). According to these accounts, a high number of men lived a life of a woman as local 
priestesses in their villages. These transvestite shamans—known as Babaylan, Catalonon and 
Asog, among other names—wore female clothing and accessories, projected a feminine and soft-
spoken voice, and were considered as women in their communities.
 8
  However, a number of 
scholars like Garcia (2004, 2008) and Brewler (1999) claim that it will be a mistake to consider 
these individuals as the earliest recorded manifestation of homosexuality in the Philippines since 
they did not commit any sexual inversions.   Instead, Garcia (2004, 2008) argues that the 
transvestitism found among these gender-bending shamans is merely a process to become 
spiritual mediums of their communities.
9
 Thus, there was no sexual, emotional or psychological 
urge on their part to be effeminate or live a life of the opposite sex.      
While further discussion on the debate on the earliest account of homosexuality is already 
beyond the scope of this paper, it is still safe to say that a number of people in the Philippines had 
been engaged in homosexual acts even before the arrival of the Spanish troops in the first part of 
the 16
th
 century.   In fact, the first Spanish clergy men to arrive in the country were to see the 
sexual practices of the local inhabitants, with these foreigners not expecting to see a high number 
of local men with penile implants and a culture that accepted same-sex relationships. As what 
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 In one historical account, these transvestite priestesses were described as “… so effeminate that in every 
way he seemed more like a woman than a man… His dress extended even over his legs and with a wide 
bahaque which resembled, under the lambon (a kind of long skirt that extended all the way to the feet), the 
old-time petticoats. All the things that the women did, he performed; such as wearing blankets, 
embroidering and sewing clothes, and making pots, which is their work. He danced also like they did, never 
like a man, which is different. In all, he appeared to be more a woman than a man.” (See Francisco Ignacio 
Alcina, “Historia de las Islas e Indios de Bisaya,” part one, book three, chapter 13, 195-209 cited in Garcia, 
2008)  
9
 For further reading, see Garcia, 2008 
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Garcia points out, “several early Spanish chronicles show that the Philippine indios manifested a 
certain “licentiousness” and natural “perverseness” quite shocking the Catholic sensibilities” 
(Garcia, 2009: 168). 
 With one the goals of liberating the natives from their “uncivilized” and unacceptable 
sexual practices, the Spanish conquistadors strictly enforced the Western “sexual norms” through 
religious indoctrination. This meant that the locals were baptized and were instructed to adhere to 
what the Catholic doctrines say about human sexuality. As such, the practices of gender-crossing, 
sodomy and penile implants were considered as “sins against the Sixth Commandment”10 and 
should be avoided at all times. In addition, the Spanish colonizers outlawed these so-called 
deviant sexual practices and considered these actions as a possible basis to persecute a person. As 
what Gregorio Lopez’s Las Siete Partidas (1256) decreed, “Women [and men] sinning in this are 
punished by burning according to the law of their Catholic Majesties” (Don Alfonso el Nono 
Cited in Fleras 1993, 69). However, despite the strict condemnation of the Spanish authority over 
homosexuality and gender-crossing,
11
 these outlawed sexual practices clandestinely remained and 
persisted throughout the 350 years of Spanish rule in the Philippines.    
  Discrimination against homosexuality still continued during the American period, 
although grounds for such aversion shifted from the religious understanding of sexual deviancy to 
a more psychologically and socially-inspired sexological consciousness (Garcia, 2004). Notions 
on masculinity and femininity as well as accepted sexual behaviors within such rigid binary 
relationship were explicitly promulgated into the day-to-day life of the locals, and thereby 
establishing social norms which treated homosexual acts as abnormal and should be avoided. As 
such, anti-homosexual notions were promoted through various modes of education  “that 
complemented discourses of public hygiene, psychosexual development, juvenile delinquency, 
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 See Gaspar de San Agustin’s Confesionario Copioso 
11
 I distinguish homosexuality from those people who committed gender-crossing during the Spanish 
occupation to forward the distinction created by Garcia about homosexuality as a sexuality and gender that 
seems to be blurred by the so-called bakla in the Philippines. 
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health and physical education, family planning, feminist empowerment, gay and lesbian 
advocacy, and the corporally paranoid discourse of AIDS.” (Garcia, 2004, p. 13)  
The Post-World War 2 Period: the Bakla Meets the “Gay” Man 
By the 1960s and 1970s, Filipinos have identified the bakla or tomboy with image of 
individuals who cross-dress and project the physical attributes of the opposite sex. The bakla 
would usually be wearing female clothing accompanied with a high-pitched and womanly voice, 
and flamboyant personality, while the tomboy would be sporting male clothing and acting like a 
man. This stereotyped image of the bakla and the tomboy also limited gay men and women to 
specific job-related positions. The tomboy was always assigned as a security guard, a bus 
conductor, or a brothel pimp during those days, while the bakla was given the task to manage 
beauty salons, dress shops, and the arts. Such roles were assigned to these LGBTs because the 
Filipino society has regarded these job positions suited for the bakla and tomboy’s personality and 
sexual identities (Garcia, Philippine Bakla Culture: Binabae to Bakla, Silahis to MSM, 2008). 
Moreover, these individuals who openly embraced their bakla and tomboy typified identities were 
usually from the lower strata of society, uneducated, and from the rural parts of the Philippines. 
Majority of gay men and women from better social and economic backgrounds, however, went 
against this stereotyped persona. 
Unlike the bakla or the tomboy, these individuals were educated, from the upper strata of 
the Philippine society, and had the same professions as what straight people had. They were also 
straight-acting individuals, but inverted their sexuality through their sexual engagement with the 
same sex. Moreover, these individuals differentiated and distanced themselves from the bakla and 
the tomboy, whom they perceived as crass and inferior, by labeling themselves as “gay”.12 This is 
because these more affluent homosexuals refused to be seen as unsophisticated, cross-dressers, 
and crude like the bakla or the tomboy. Thus, these gay men and women created their own spaces 
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 The term “gay” was associated with Filipino homosexuals coming from the higher of strata and seen as a 
western import in the 1970s up to the late 1980s. (See Garcia, 2010) 
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through the establishments of chic bars such as the Coco Banana that were exclusively for them 
as well as their straight and affluent friends. 
The division between the bakla and tamboy, and the gay men and women was also salient 
in gay and lesbian organizations and cliques that were created in the early phase of gay activism 
in the Philippines. In the 1970s, a group of middle-class gay men formed a group, Kakasarian, (of 
the same sex) which attempted to forward gay activism in the Philippines. (Tan, 2001) However, 
the common bakla and tomboy did not participate in the organization because they claimed that 
the group only catered to the interests and concerns of the rich and educated gay men and women. 
Thus, with only the support of a few gay men and women, Kakasarian broke up just after a few 
months after it was established and eventually failed to launch gay activism in the country.    
LGBT individuals, however, managed to successfully establish a number of gay and 
lesbian organizations in the early 1990s. Although it remains unclear how exactly they were able 
to come together, it is could be inferred that the influence of the western LGBT organizations on 
gay and lesbian activists in the country as well as society’s growing sexual discrimination could 
have pushed gays and lesbians to set aside their differences to band as one collective movement. 
As what Danton Remoto revealed, LGBT activists learned a lot from their counterparts in the 
United States in addressing their concerns as one unified community (Danton, 2010). Thus, 
different LGBT organizations were established during that decade such as the Lesbian and Gay 
Legislative Advocacy Network-Philippines (LAGABLAB-Pilipinas), The Library Foundation, 
Katlo, LesBond, Lesbian Collective, Can’t Live in the Closet, and Sulo Davao (Tan, 2001). These 
organizations fought for gay rights in Philippine society and provided support for the HIV 
prevention work. Also, several gay organizations were established in various universities during 
those years. The University of the Philippines saw the rise of UP Babaylan, while the Polytechnic 
University of the Philippines witnessed the establishment of PRO-Gay (Progressive 
Organizations for Gays). Then, the Far Eastern University became the home of two large gay 
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organizations, namely: BANANA (Baklang Nagkakaisa Tungo sa Nasyonalismo—United Gay 
Men Toward Nationalism) and SHE (Society of the Homosexual Encounter or Sigma Homo 
Epsilon) and the PLM Avant-Garde was established at the Pamantasan ng Lunsod ng Maynila 
(University of Manila). Through the creation of these different LGBT organizations, LGBT 
Filipinos became more involved with the various issues and concerns they confront in the 
Philippine society through different means of LGBT activism such as the Pride March and Ang 
Ladlad.  
II. The Dawn of a New Era: LGBT Power through the LGBT Pride Marches 
 On June 26, 1994, the leftist gay organization, PRO-Gay, and the Metropolitan 
Community Church (MCC) organized the first Gay Pride march as a tribute to the 25
th
 
anniversary of the Stonewall Riot.
13 The participants marched from Metro Manila’s main 
highway, Epifaño Delos Santos Avenue (EDSA), up to Quezon City’s Elliptical Road, and 
gathered at the Quezon City Memorial Circle for a short program. The Pride March was 
composed of a small group amounting to 60 participants, but was reported exhaustively by the 
local media. Marchers carried streamers and sign boards that reiterated the rights of gay men and 
women in Philippine society. Some of them carried placards that read, “Being open is free,” “End 
Homophobia,” “Gay Power,” and other statements that condemned the discrimination that gay 
Filipinos were experiencing.   
With the call to end homophobia in Philippine society, the 1994 Pride March took its 
activism to another level by showing the Philippine society that being gay means having several 
faces as well. As what Oscar Atadero, the head organizer of the 1994 Pride March said, “What we 
wanted to show was that we are gay and we don’t need to be like the ones found in Malate. In 
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 The Stonewall Riot in 1969 is considered by gay activists as the first ever gay march.  
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fact, we come from all walks of life”14 (Atadero 2010). This particular statement signifies the 
attempt of the march organizers to respond to the then popular stereotype image of a gay man in 
Manila as a “promiscuous, party animal.” Moreover, this image includes and puts the focus on the 
Bakla and the Tomboy who were allegedly usually excluded from the gay scenes of Malate by the 
more affluent members of the LGBT community. Through the approach chosen by the 1994 Pride 
March organizers, the voiceless Bakla and Tomboy were finally given an avenue to address the 
social stigma against them.  
Furthermore, the 1994 Pride March was used to criticize the inability of the Philippine 
government to respond to the different economic issues of the country. The participants lashed 
out at the government’s ineffectiveness in solving the problem of poverty and inequality, 
questioning the proposal of the Value Added Tax (VAT) and existing agreements between the 
Philippine officials and the representatives from the International Monetary Fund (IMF). Through 
the different placards that say, “Itsugi ang VAT” (Remove VAT), “Pahirap ang VAT sa mga 
Bading” (The Value-Added Tax is a burden to Gay Men), “Junk the IMF-RP Economic 
Agreements,” and others, the participants went beyond the conventional Gay Pride activism by 
also being critical about the government’s response to other issues such as the socio-economic 
problems plaguing the Philippines. 
 Sixteen years after, the program for the 2009 march did not have any space for any 
political agenda or assessment of the status of the Filipino LGBT community The march, instead, 
had a more celebratory tone—an upbeat and less political program, a very flamboyant gay beauty 
contest, and a pompous after-event party in one of the biggest gay establishments in the country.   
 In between the two mentioned cases were the other annual Pride Marches in Metro 
Manila. From 1994 up to the present, there had been 15 Pride Marches, having their own themes, 
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 In the early 1980s and 1990s, the picture of gay man in the Philippines was a promiscuous guy who 
changes sexual partners every night and is always seen the gay-friendly clubs in Malate. This individual is 
usually from the upper-middle class of Philippine society, educated, and is a party-animal. See Garcia 2008  
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objectives, and ideologies (Table 1 shows the various themes of the past Pride Marches). All of 
these marches, amid the general discrimination against the LGBT individuals in the Philippines, 
came up with different ways of celebrating the sexual diversity and concerns of the LGBT 
community. In some years, the marches were highly political, while some years showed a more 
commercialized and celebratory theme.  
However, what is interesting in these changes is that they are usually due to the personal 
beliefs of the organizing committee, particularly the head of the Task Force Pride
15
 that year.   




1994 The First Gay Pride March: End Homophobia 
1998 Centennial March 
1999 Marching for our Human Rights for the New 
Millennium 
2000 Fight Discrimination Now! 
2001 Rainbow Family, Celebrating Diversity 
2002 Pantay-Pantay, Pare-Pareho, Halo-Halo!  
2003 Rainbow Revolution: Igniting Change 
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 Since 1999, the Task Force Pride has become the overarching team that organizes that Pride March. The 
team has no fixed members and changes every year. All LGBT organizations that are recognized are 
invited to send a representative in the Task Force Pride. From the pool of representatives, the people will 
choose the person acting as the coordinator of the team, and usually the members of the organization where 
the coordinator is coming from will compose the executive committee of the Task Force Pride.  
16
 The themes of the previous marches were given by one of the interviewees of the research. Years 1996 
and 1997 are not included in the list because Task Force Pride did not exist back then. Moreover, the 
person who headed those years was never associated with the said team and the informant did not have the 
documents to give the ‘exact’ information about those years. 
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2004 Assert. Defend. Build 
2005 Freedom March 
2006 Ipasa ang Anti-Discrimination: Now na! 
2007 Got Pride! 
2008 Our Right, Our Lives, Our Loves, Our Selves. 
PRIDE. MARCH 
2009 We Dare, We Care 
 
For most of the past Pride Marches, the theme, the program, and the way the march was 
conducted were heavily influenced by the personal beliefs of the coordinator
17
 and/or the 
members of the Executive Committee (Execom) of Task Force Pride. 
According to the past coordinators, the general appearance of the Pride March was 
mainly dependent on the coordinator and the Execom (Amoroto, 2010; Agbayani, 2010; Atadero, 
2010; Callueng, 2010; Cristobal, 2010; Fleras; 2010; Fosato, 2010; Mickley, 2010; Tan, 2010) . 
For the first Pride March in 1994, the head of the organizing committee said that several socio-
economic issues besides the LGBT concerns were included in the march because of his personal 
and his organization’s left-leaning orientations (Atadero 2010). Moreover, he said that he 
personally inserted his personal concerns as a leftist activist in the general flow of the March. 
Such influence is also noted by the coordinators and/or members of the Task Force Pride for 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2005, and 2009. 
III. Taking the LGBT Activism to the Legal Arena: the Bid of Ang Ladlad for a 
Seat in the Philippine Congress 
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 The term used to refer to the head of the Task Force Pride Executive Committee, which has become the 
official group that organizes the LGBT marches in the Philippines since 2001 
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While several LGBT individuals focused their attention on the Pride March as a means to 
combat the discrimination in the workplace, family, and Philippine society as a whole, there were 
some gay and lesbian activists who believed that such bigotry and intolerance against them could 
be better addressed through the use of the legal apparatus of the state. As such, a small group of 
gay men and women decided to establish an LGBT organization that would solely focus on the 
legislative agenda through the participation in the Party List system.
18
 As a party list 
representative, Ang Ladlad will be able to forward the concerns of the LGBT community in the 
policy agenda of the Lower House of Representatives (HoR) and even shape legislations relating 
to the issues involving the gay and lesbian as well as other sexual minorities. And because of 
these possible incentives and opportunities, Ang Ladlad ran twice in the National Elections as a 
party list representative.   
In the latter part of 2006, Ang Ladlad declared its bid to run in the 2007 National 
Elections (David, 2006; Aning, 2006; Jaymalin, 2006; Marinay, 2006). The members of the 
organization submitted the group’s candidacy to the Commission on Elections (COMELEC) later 
that year, with Danton Remoto, Ging Cristobal, and Bemz Benedito as their three main 
nominees.
19
 Although the organization was created to fight for the legislative interests of the 
LGBT community, the candidates made it clear that they were only after the rights that are 
prescribed by the constitution and not some “special rights” that will allow same-sex marriage in 
the country. This means that the main thrust of the movement during the 2007 elections was to 
ensure that all Filipinos will be able to enjoy their privileges and rights regardless of their sexual 
orientation.  
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 According to the Commission on Elections (COMELEC), the party list system “is a mechanism of 
proportional representation in the election of representatives in the House of Representatives from 
marginalized or underrepresented national, regional and sectoral parties or organizations or coalitions 
thereof registered with the Commission on Elections.” 
19
 A party list candidate is allowed to have three candidates to represent the organization in the House of 
Representatives. The number of seats given to a party list depends whether it gathers more than two percent 
of the entire voters’ turn out.  
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Ang Ladlad rallied behind the slogan, “Equal Rights and NOT Special Rights” to 
demonstrate its intention to secure the rights of the LGBT Filipino individuals based on the 
Philippine Constitution. Moreover, the movement solidified its advocacy by laying down five 
platforms that will ensure that the LGBT Filipino individuals will have access to their rights, and 
at the same time will have the opportunity to reach their potentials in the Philippines. However, 
amidst the attention that Ang Ladlad received during its bid for the Congressional seat, it was 
disqualified by the Commission on Elections due to its inability to reach a number of 
requirements needed to be officially considered as a party list candidate.
20
    
Table 2. Platforms of Ang Ladlad for both the 2007 and 2010 Elections 
Ang Ladlad’s Platforms 
1. Support for the Anti-Discrimination Bill that gives LGBT Filipinos equal rights and 
opportunities in employment and equal treatment in schools, hospitals, restaurants, hotels, 
entertainment centers, and government offices. The bill makes discrimination versus 
LGBTs a criminal act. 
2. Setting up of micro-finance and livelihood projects for poor and physically-challenged 
LGBT Filipinos 
3. Support for LGBT-related and LGBT-friendly businesses. 
4. Setting up of centers for old and abandoned LGBTs. The centers will also offer legal aid 
and counseling, as well as information about LGBT issues, HIV-AIDS, and reproductive 
health. These centers will be set up in key cities of the country. 
5. Support for the bill repealing the Anti-Vagrancy Law that some unscrupulous policemen 
use to extort bribes from gay men. 
 
The 2010 National Elections became another opportunity for Ang Ladlad to participate in 
the same political exercise which it failed to officially partake in 2007. As early as the first 
quarter of 2009, the movement had already declared its intent to run again as a party list candidate 
which would represent the LGBT community for the 2010 elections (Sun.Star, 2009). Still armed 
with the same advocacy, Ang Ladlad vowed that it was still committed to fight for the rights of 
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 Ang Ladlad was disqualified by the Commission on Elections because it lacked regional representations 
to be considered as a national movement and/or organization that represents that LGBT community. The 
decision to disqualify Ang Ladlad in the National Elections was contested by the supporter of the 
movement. However, the Commission on Elections retained its earlier decision to remove the movement 
from the official list of party list candidates. 
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the LGBT individuals in the Philippine Congress. The group used the same objectives and 
platforms that it had during the 2007 elections, focusing on the passage of the anti-discrimination 
bill and the institutionalization of several centers that will uphold and promote the well-being of 
LGBT individuals in the Philippines—all of which are prescribed by the Philippine Constitution. 
Hence, the movement still anchored its main slogan in the human rights rhetoric with “Pantay na 
Karapatan Para sa Lahat” (Equal Right[s] for Everyone).  
The 2010 elections started bright for Ang Ladlad. The problem of the lack of regional 
representation was addressed even before the filing of its candidacy in August 2009. Moreover, 
other existing LGBT organizations in the country still pledged their support for the organization, 
while other well-known politicians and even the Catholic Church also welcomed the idea of Ang 
Ladlad getting a seat in the Philippine Congress (Yuan, 2010). However, when the 2
nd
 Division of 
COMELEC released its resolution, the LGBT party list was denied to run for the 2010 elections. 
According to the resolution, Ang Ladlad was disqualified to participate in the polls because it was 
deemed as a threat to the moral fabric of Philippine society.
21
 Quoting Article 201 of the Revised 
Penal Code, the resolution argues that the advocacy of the movement promotes doctrines that are 
against the moral fabric of society (Servando, 2009).   
The officers of the LGBT group and their supporters were stunned and appalled by the 
decision of the COMELEC. Such decision over the group’s candidacy was a first in the 
Philippine Electorate Judicial System, where issue of immorality became a source of electoral 
disqualification, and was severely criticized by various sectors in the Philippine society (Tan, 
2009; Remoto, Inquirer Opinion: Ang Ladlad No Longer on the Margins of the Page, 2010).  
However, such constraint imposed by the COMELEC on Ang Ladlad did not hamper the 
spirits of the people behind it. Right after receiving the resolution from the COMELEC, the 
officers filed for an appeal. In a book-length affidavit, the group clearly specified its credibility as 
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 For the complete detail, see COMELEC Resolution SPP-Case No. 09-228 (PL) 
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a party list candidate whose advocacy is only to ensure that the rights of the LGBT individuals 
based on what the Philippine Constitution dictates. However, it was also turned down by the same 
division that prohibited Ang Ladlad from participating in the polls. COMELEC’s decision to turn 
down the motion for reconsideration was met with opposition from different political candidates 
and parties as well as protests, including the campaign launched by Ang Ladlad’s supporters 
called “IAMMORAL.”  
The anti-COMELEC campaign was orchestrated by the LGBT community and their 
supporters as a direct response to the accusation of the 2
nd
 Division that the movement forwards 
immorality.  The people behind the anti-COMELEC campaign came up with a counter-attack by 
labeling the organization’s advocacy and the people it is representing as moral—directly 
responding to the criticism that Ang Ladlad received from the 2
nd
 Division of COMELEC. These 
protestors stayed outside the office of the COMELEC for a day, holding their placards with 
statements that ask whether asking for equal rights was immoral. While members of the LGBT 
community were rallying behind this new campaign, the officers of Ang Ladlad brought up the 
motion for reconsideration to the Supreme Court with the hope that the Higher Court would 
overturn the resolution filed earlier by the 2
nd
 Division of the COMELEC  
 After a month since the motion for reconsideration was filed, the Supreme Court issued a 
temporary restraining order (TRO) stopping the COMELEC from removing the name of Ang 
Ladlad from ballot sheets (Romero, 2010). However, the TRO did not completely overturn the 
earlier disqualification issued by the 2
nd
 Division. Instead, the Higher Court announced that it 
would release its final decision over the case of Ang Ladlad in a later date. Hence, with just the 
TRO given by the Supreme Court, all the movement could do was to wait for the final decision 
and informally campaign for the 2010 elections.  
On 9 April 2010, the Supreme Court overruled the decision of the 2
nd
 Division of 
COMELEC and formally accredited Ang Ladlad as an official party list candidate for the 2010 
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National Elections. The decision from the Higher Court, however, was released just a month 
before the polls, leaving the organization and its candidates a significantly lesser amount of time 
to conduct their campaign. As such, it was not surprising that Ang Ladlad failed to reach the 
minimum number of votes needed to have a set in the House of Representatives. Despite the 
electoral loss, the organization still received more than 100 thousand votes, which was rather 
remarkable amidst the constraint and limitations that the group had to experience.   
Summary: 
The history of Philippine homosexuality presents a different picture of how “sexual 
deviancy” was differently internalized and reified by Filipinos. Instead of manifesting the sexual 
inversion through overt physical and sexual acts, the bakla and the tomboy used their internal 
understanding of their sexuality (kalooban) as a basis of their homosexuality. However, due to the 
arrival of several colonizers, Filipino homosexuals were also introduced to the Western notion of 
homosexuality. Such foreign concept created a different group of homosexuals who subscribed to 
such notion of “queerness” where individuals invert their sexuality through the sexual 
engagement with the same sex. This bifurcation in the notion of homosexuality created divisions 
in the LGBT community which initially hindered these sexual minorities from banding together 
as one movement. It was only in the early and middle part of the 1990’s that LGBT Filipinos 
learned to set aside their sexual differences in order to address the increasing discrimination and 
various concerns they faced in society. This development eventually paved the way for LGBT 
Filipinos to come together as one movement such as the case of the Pride March and Ang Ladlad. 
Similar to the Philippine case, the next chapter explains the historical trajectory of homosexuality 
in Singapore and how LGBT Singaporeans were able to come together as one movement to 







Chapter III. A Brief Historical Overview: Homosexuality in Singapore, People Like Us 
(PLU), and Pink Dot  
 
I. A Brief History of Homosexuality in Singapore 
Unlike its Philippine counterpart, Singapore does not have any specific historical 
documents that describe specific instances where locals exhibited identifiable homosexual acts 
before the arrival of the British colonizers. The lack of evidence, however, does not mean that 
Singapore was free from any homosexual practices before. Instead, it may be quite reasonable to 
infer that sexual deviancy could have entered through the influx of immigrants into the country. 
The transvestitism through the persona of Pondan or Mak Nyak
22
 in the Malay culture and the 
same-sex relationship among the natives of Fujian
23
could have continued to be practiced by the 
immigrants even after settling in the country.  Moreover, the strict institutionalization of the penal 
code 377A
24
 could be used as an evidence that homosexual acts did exist even before British 
occupation in Singapore.  
According to scholars, the earliest possible memory of homosexuality in Singapore can 
be traced to the so-called era of the transgendered prostitutes in the Bugis district in the 1950s 
(Heng 2001; Tan 2005). As what Heng writes, “If one were to ask a  socially active gay person 
today about his earliest memory of something related to homosexual life in Singapore, he is more 
than likely to recall Bugis Street” (Heng 2001, 81). During those times, Bugis became the center 
of sex trade in the country with different types of prostitutes, including the transgendered and 
effeminate men. Although it remains unknown whether these individuals identified themselves as 
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 Pondan or Mak Nyak is a transvestite in the Malay culture that serves as wedding officials and also aids 
in the spiritual festivities of the village. (See Peletz, 2006) 
23
 Historical accounts narrate that same-sex relationship among Chinese men in the Fujian province was 
widely accepted and tolerated during the late Ming Dynasty. In fact, it is argued that same sex relationship 
is a sign of affluence and success among the Chinese. (See Wu, 2004)  
24
 377A is a British Penal Law that prohibits any sexual intercourse that does not lead to procreation or 
does not fall under the rubrics of heteronormativity. It states that “Any male person, who, in public or 
private, commits, or abets the commission of, or procures or attempts to produce the commission by any 
male person, of any gross indecency with another male person, shall be punished with imprisonment for a 
term which may extend to 2 years.” (See Singapore Statutes Online: http://statutes.acgc.gov.sg/) 
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homosexuals, it can be inferred that their sexual image and practices went directly against 
society’s heteronormative standards. As such, these sexual deviants, who were eventually referred 
to as ah qua,
25
 became the stereotyped image of homosexuality in Singapore. 
 The creation of this local homosexual image in country, however, alienated those gay 
men who deviated from the flamboyant and transgender persona of the ah qua. The western and 
English-educated affluent gay Singaporeans, who preferred to practice a “straight-looking” 
lifestyle, detested and distanced themselves from the conventional flamboyant homosexual 
(Heng, 2001). Such disconnect between these two groups subsequently resulted in the creation of 
a different gay space which later became an alternative social landscape for those gay men and 
women who did not want to be associated with their counterparts in Bugis (Heng, 2001). Gay bars 
like Le Bistro were established to exclusively cater to those non-effeminate/butch and non-cross-
dressing gay men and women. This means that the different LGBT establishments before were 
marked as specific territories of LGBT Singaporeans based on their sexual appearances and 
preferences. Moreover, LGBT Singaporeans used these LGBT spaces as mere social spaces to 
meet people of the same kind. There was really no intention for these spaces to be used as places 
to build a “community”26 among LGBT Singaporeans. Hence, by the end of the 1980s, the LGBT 
community was able to create their own spaces in society which are highly divided based on their 
sexual appearances and lifestyle, and as merely cruising spots for these sexual minorities (Heng, 
2001; Tan & Lee, 2007).   
This division and isolation from one another in the LGBT community, however, was 
removed when their so-called secret enclaves were suddenly raided by the Singaporean 
government. Unlike their Philippine counterpart, the Singaporean police started an aggressive 
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 Ah Qua is a Hokkien term which refers to a male person who is effeminate. Having many immigrants 
from the Fujian province, many Chinese Singaporeans have Hokkien as one of their main local dialects.  
26
 In his paper, Heng distinguishes a social landscape from a community. The former refers to a mere 
gathering of a crowd, while the latter reflects a more unified and interrelated individuals. 
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campaign against gay men in Singapore in the late 1980s (Au 2008). The police surveillance of 
the different LGBT clubs and pubs were heightened, and resulted in several raids and 
entrapments in conjunction with 377A (Leong, 1997). In addition, authorities decided to impose 
strict regulations on different gay-related media releases, including theater and arts productions, 
movies, among others.   As what Tan recalls, “Other gay-related artistic performances have been 
heavily censored, particularly those in Singapore’s theater scene, which has often been described, 
somewhat unfairly, as obsessed with gay themes” (Tan & Lee, 2007: 187).    
The increased number of police raids and entrapment as well as the tightened censorship 
resulted in the loss of much of LGBT spaces in Singapore. This predicament led LGBTs to 
question the ways authorities have treated them in society, and to think of several ways on how to 
protect them from what they have perceived as the government’s growing intolerance against 
their community. As what Heng narrates, “… from the stage of having a gay scene which served 
their entertainment needs to one where there is a nascent sense of community with an identified 
purpose of improving the status and welfare of gay people” (Heng, 2001: 90 ). Some LGBT 
Singaporeans decided to just hide and keep their homosexuality to themselves, while others 
started discussing their concerns in the privacy of their own homes. These small discussions 
subsequently became an avenue for LGBT Singaporeans to freely express their frustrations over 
social discrimination against them, and would also be a site where different LGBT organizations 
and movement such as People Like Us (PLU) and Pink Dot would emerge.    
II. The First Major Appearance of LGBT Activism in Singapore: People Like 
US        
  
 In an attempt to combat the growing discrimination and intolerance in Singaporean 
society, a group of LGBTs decided to establish a gay consciousness among the sexual minorities 
through weekly meetings to discuss their various concerns in the country (Webmaster, History of 
PLU: risk of press exposure 1993 - 1996, 2003). A group of 10 LGBTs and their supporters 
started the weekly discussion in 1993 at the residences of their members. Through word of 
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mouth, the discussion groups significantly grew in just a few months, prompting organizers to 
hold meetings in bigger venues that could accommodate more than 80 participants as well as to 
invite speakers to talk about different topics every week  (Webmaster, History of PLU: risk of 
press exposure 1993 - 1996, 2003). The weekly forums, however, had to be inconspicuously 
conducted since the Singaporean government strictly prohibits any general assembly without its 
consent, and such restriction would be more pronounced since it was a gathering of LGBTs. 
The size of the forums further grew as time went by, registering more than a hundred of 
participants in week. The discussion leaflet was being passed down from one gay man to another, 
and the meetings were being held in large venues such as the Substation.  Moreover, the existence 
of the group has become more palpable that the group faced several ambush coverage attempts 
from the local press, and a number of instances where it was surveyed by the government.
27
 And 
because of the inevitability of further being exposed to authorities, the organizers
28
 finally 
conceded to register their group as part of the Singaporean civil society (Webmaster, History of 
PLU: the first registration attempt 1996-1997, 2003). 
 The decision to register the group in the Registry of Societies started when the existence 
of the group was almost exposed by a local newspaper in 1995 (Webmaster, History of PLU: the 
first registration attempt 1996-1997, 2003). Knowing that the discussions and forums will be 
halted if the Singaporean government catches them operating without a permit, the organizers did 
not have any choice but to register their group and its weekly activities to the authorities. The first 
few steps to filing the application, however, already proved problematic since the forms require 
all organizations to disclose some personal information of 10 of the group’s members. It should 
be noted that disclosing their personal information was seen tantamount to coming out and risking 
                                                          
27
 For further discussion, read the History of PLU at http://www.plu.sg/society/?p=20 
28
 Throughout the discussion, I will be interchangeably using the terms organizers, (core) committee 
members, and signatories to refer to the people who organize the weekly forums and the people who signed 
the application papers of PLU  
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one’s personal life to prejudices and gender discrimination, leaving fears among most of the 
members of the weekly discussions. 
 After a year of convincing different people, the group finally filed its application papers 
in November 1996 under the name of People Like Us (PLU). The ten people who signed the 
application were six gay men, two lesbians, and two straight women. In the application papers, 
the signatories indicate that the main focus of PLU as a society is to promote awareness about the 
LGBT community through education and support (Au, 1997). As such, PLU made it clear that the 
primary goal of the organization is to better inform the Singaporean society and even LGBT 
individuals, themselves, about homosexuality. PLU’s members, however, were also aware that 
their means to achieve their objective should be sensitive to the perceived conservative culture in 
the country so as to avoid disappointing other social and moral stakeholders in Singaporean 
society. It should be recalled that homosexuality has been seen by many Singaporeans as a social 
taboo, and changing their outlooks about homosexuality should be incrementally done, or they 
will face a significant backlash against it (Tan & Lee, 2007). 
 After almost five months since the application was submitted, the group received a 
response from the Singaporean government. In a letter addressed to the signatories, the Registrar 
of Societies states that it was rejecting PLU’s intent without any explanations. The negative 
response of the Ministry of Home Affairs prompted the signatories of PLU’s application to 
further probe for the reasons behind the ministry’s decision. However, PLU only received another 
letter which claims that the Registrar of Societies is not obliged to give any explanations for any 
of its decisions.  
Such response from the Registrar of Society compelled the core committee of PLU to 
write an appeal letter addressed to the Minister for Home Affairs. According to the appeal letter, 
PLU’s existence is highly indispensible because it will be highly beneficial for the Singaporean 
society and government as well. For one, PLU will become an avenue for LGBT individuals to 
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discuss their concerns discreetly without disturbing a part of society that is still not accepting of 
their lifestyle (Au, 1997). Moreover, PLU will serve as a vehicle to reach out to those who still 
have misinformation about homosexuality (Au, 1997). Lastly, the organization will be a support 
group for LGBT individuals to reach their potentials as productive citizens of the country through 
a society that is more understanding and accepting of their sexual identities (Au, 1997). However, 
the initial decision of the Registrar of Societies was still upheld, despite to a number of appeal 
letters sent to various authorities. Even a dialogue requested by the organization’s members was 
not granted by the Singaporean government. PLU, however, later on found out that its application 
was rejected because its nature as an LGBT organization was perceived by the Singaporean 
government as a threat to the moral fabric of the Singaporean society (Webmaster, 2003).  
In the dawn of the new millennium, the Singaporean government made a surprising 
decision by inviting Singaporeans to be more politically and socially active. Through the 
introduction of Singapore 21 and so-called opening up of the political atmosphere, the once 
closed and highly authoritarian state suddenly appeared to be softening up (Goh, 1997; Tan, New 
Politics for a Renaissance City, 2007). With these so-called changes taking place, PLU’s 
members saw this as an opportunity to submit a second application to the Ministry of Home 
Affairs. This application was marked with the same justifications and mechanisms that the group 
included in its first attempt at registering PLU as a society. However, similar to what happened in 
1997, PLU’s application was rejected by the Registry of Societies without any valid reasons. 
Moreover, the letter of appeal failed to overturn the decision to deny the group’s second 
application since the Singaporean government still believed that PLU’s objectives are against the 
conservative culture that many Singaporeans imbibe (Wong, 2004). Hence, with the fear that the 
moral fabric of Singapore would be put at risk if PLU’s application would be granted, the 




III. The Pink Sign of Hope: Pink Dot 
 As what was seen as an attempt to present a more open and democratic state, the 
Singaporean authorities granted citizens more freedom to organize public gatherings through the 
liberalization of Hong Lim Park
29
 in 2008 (Saad, 2008). During the so-called liberalization of the 
“speaker’s corner,” the government lessened the requirements imposed on those who want to use 
the park to express their sentiments regarding any social issue in the country, and even 
institutionalized an online registration as well as installed self-powered amplification in the 
premises to make it easier for any parties who wish to use the venue.  As such, a number of 
Singaporeans took this new opportunity to stage gatherings at Hong Lim Park—something which 
would have not been allowed before.    
 Seeing these political changes, a known gay activist posted a message on SiGnel
30
 
suggesting the idea of holding a Pride March at Hong Lim Park (Choa, Chua, & Yong Ho, 2010). 
After introducing the idea, only a few people showed enthusiasm about it, while majority of the 
members of the online forum became passive observers in the discussion. In fact, many LGBT 
Singaporeans ignored the proposal because they perceived the concept as too radical for a 
conservative Asian country like Singapore. However, despite the initial lukewarm response to the 
idea, a small group of gay men and lesbians later decided to meet and discuss the possibility of 
holding the first LGBT public gathering in Singapore. Some 20 people from different LGBT 
social networks attended a discussion called a “town hall meeting” in December of that same year 
to finalize the details of the intended LGBT public gathering (Choa, Chua, & Yong Ho, 2010). 
Although the turnout was relatively low, the meeting eventually became insightful and 
productive. According to Dominic Chua, almost all the important details, including the date, 
                                                          
29
 In 2000, the Singaporean government designated Hong Lim Park as the official People’s Corner. 
Singaporeans can use this site as a venue for them to do their protest as long as the demonstration will not 
affect the racial harmony that exists in the country. 
30
 After the failed attempt to register PLU in 1996, the LGBT Singaporeans took their conversation to a 
safer place that is beyond the government’s tight control. Hence, the weekly forums were transferred to an 
online forum called SigNel. 
40 
 
location and theme, were tackled in the discussion (Chua, 2010).  The participants of the “town 
hall meeting” also agreed that a more peaceful and simple LGBT gathering will be organized 
because the authorities might not allow the earlier suggestion of a highly festive Pride March 
around Hong Lim Park. In addition, it was decided that the event will be called Pink Dot in 
reference to a more tolerant and inclusive Singapore (Choa, Chua, Yong Ho, 2010).
31
        
 The preparations following the “town hall meeting” proved to be difficult due to a 
number of setbacks that the organizers encountered. According to Jack Yong Ho, the date for 
Pink Dot was changed three times due to conflicts with two special holidays in the country as 
well as a number of logistical problems (Yong Ho, 2010). The organizers also lost several 
volunteers along the way, with some of them leaving during crucial moments of the preparation. 
Furthermore, the people behind Pink Dot had a difficult time convincing other LGBT and straight 
Singaporeans to help out and participate in the gathering since most of them have become too 
depoliticized and apathetic (Yong Ho, 2010).  Given the lack of enthusiasm about the gathering, 
most of the organizers even thought that Pink Dot would never materialize.   
The perceived failure, however, suddenly changed when LGBT and straight 
Singaporeans became involved in a power struggle that the occurred at a women’s organization 
just a month before Pink Dot was scheduled to be staged. In what was allegedly triggered by a 
gendered-based controversy, the Association of Women for Action and Research (AWARE) was 
reportedly over-taken by a group of Christian women during its executive board meeting election 
on April 1, 2009. Dozens of women, who are affiliated with the Church of Our Saviour (COOS) 
and only became members weeks before the election, reportedly won the majority of the key 
executive positions at the women’s organization. Although the motive of these women was 
initially unknown, previous officials of AWARE later exposed that the newly-elected officers 
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 Singapore has been known as the Little Red Dot, especially when the then President Habibie of Indonesia 
used that term to refer to Singapore. Hence, playing with term and making it look more gay-friendly shows 
a more understanding and accepting Singapore 
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was planning to use the group as a vehicle to attack homosexuality in the country. This particular 
incident generated much attention in the country, notably from the feminists, civic society actors 
as well as LGBTs and their supporters. Many gay men and women were particularly offended by 
what happened in AWARE, and realized that they needed to stand up and defend themselves 
from what they perceived as a growing homophobia among members of the conservative 
Christian churches. As such, in an unexpected turn of event, all eyes were turned toward Pink 
Dot.  
Although it was not part of the original intention to use Pink Dot as a vehicle to respond 
to the incident at AWARE, many gay and women suddenly realized that they could use the event 
to show their disappointment over the take over at the women’s organization by suspected 
Christian fundamentalists. As such, in less than a month since the AWARE saga, almost a 
hundred of LGBTs suddenly volunteered for Pink Dot. Moreover, the information about the event 
spread like wild fire in a country which is thought to be highly apathetic.  
With the increased support for the event, the organizers launched a parallel campaign to 
promote Pink Dot in the country. Singaporeans from different walks of life were asked to hold a 
poster of Pink Dot and a small sign board that shows their own stance on the event’s theme of 
“freedom to love.” The different LGBT-friendly establishments were also tapped by the 
organizers to encourage LGBTs to participate in the event. Furthermore, Fridae.com and 
Trevvy.com, two of the most popular LGBT social-networking sites in Singapore, contributed to 
the promotion by posting several articles about Pink Dot and its theme (Editor, 2009; Sa'at, 
2009).  
In what was dubbed as the first gay public gathering in Singapore, more than two 
thousand LGBTs and their supporters flocked Hong Lim Park on May 16, 2009. These 
individuals wore pink and brought other pink accessories with them. The program only lasted for 
more than an hour and was full of affirmatives speeches about the LGBT community. The notion 
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of freedom to love and be loved regardless of sexual orientation was also highlighted in the 
speeches given by the event’s ambassadors, who are all straight supporters of the LGBT 
community. In addition, several graffiti standees were erected across the park where participants 
were allowed to write anything they want about the event’s theme. The first Pink Dot ended with 
the human formation of a dot which resembles the event’s name and logo. According to the 
organizers, the human pink dot formation symbolized the objectives of the event which is to 
promote a more accepting and tolerant Singaporean society.  
The success of the first LGBT public gathering and the huge clamor to hold another 
similar event in Singapore prompted the organizers to hold a second Pink Dot in the following 
year. The organizers, however, wanted to highlight a more specific aspect of promoting tolerance 
in the second Pink Dot. While the earlier theme was positively met by LGBTs and their 
supporters, the organizers had the urge to focus more on specific means of how tolerance toward 
gay men and women as well as bisexuals and transgendered individuals can be better forwarded 
to the general populace. As such, the people behind Pink Dot decided to capitalize on the concept 
of family’s acceptance. The family, being the most basic and important block of society, should 
ideally be the first support group of anyone, especially the marginalized individuals. Moreover, 
the concept of the family is a pertinent aspect in the Singapore society since the government has 
continuously referred to its importance in its rhetoric on nation-building (Choa, Chua, & Yong 
Ho, 2010). The organizers thus agreed that the second Pink Dot will be a celebration familial 
acceptance and support. 
The countdown for the second Pink Dot started with the release of several promotional 
videos that present stories of LGBT Singaporeans and their family (Dot, 2010).  The concept of 
love, acceptance, support and inclusiveness were highlighted in the promotional videos. The 
videos also featured different stories of various members of the LGBT community, mainly a 
transgendered individual, a lesbian, and a gay man. Various Singaporean LGBT organizations 
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like the Bear Society as well as LGBT-friendly and LGBT establishments, and the two main 
LGBT social networking sites also offered support in promoting the second LGBT public 
gathering at Hong Lim Park. Furthermore, local and foreign media made it easier for the 
organizers to publicize Pink Dot. 
On the day of the event, more than four thousand participants filled Hong Lim Park 
(theonlinecitizen, 2010). LGBT Singaporeans, together with their family and friends, turned the 
park into a pink ocean. The program was similar to the first gathering, with several cultural 
performances and a number of affirmative speeches. The LGBT individuals and their family in 
the promotional videos were also present to give their speeches (Tan, 2010). Similar to the first 
Pink Dot, the event ended with the participants forming the human pink dot and the word love. 
Such human formations, according to the organizers, were symbolically used to promote the Pink 
Dot’s objective in the Singaporean society (Choa, Chua, & Yong Ho, 2010). 
Summary:  
Similar to the Philippine case, Singapore had its own image of homosexuality as 
personified by the ah qua. The ah qua became the local popular image of homosexuality in the 
country, but it also estranged the more affluent and Western-educated homosexuals who chose 
not to be effeminate and flamboyant. This bifurcation in the way gay men in Singapore associated 
and identified themselves resulted in a highly divisive LGBT community, which is also 
demarcated by economic class, educational attainment, and race. This division, however, was 
overcome because of the government’s aggressive campaign to implement 377A and the 
government’s explicit intolerance against the homosexual lifestyle32. Unlike, the LGBT Filipinos, 
LGBT Singaporeans experienced stronger discrimination through different laws that prohibit 
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 In several speeches given by Minister Mentor Lee Kuan Yew, Senior Minister Goh Chok Tong, and 
Prime Minister Lee Hsien Long, it is revealed that the Singaporean government recognizes and accepts 
homosexuals. This acceptance, however, does not include the homosexual lifestyle which includes the way 
they live, love the same sex, and others. 
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them from openly expressing their sexualities. Thus, these hardships allowed them to come 
together as one movement in order to fight for their rights which have unjustly denied from them.       
 The following chapter connects the previous historical discussions with theoretical 
discussions covered in the first chapter. Using Van Dyke and Cress (2006), Bernstein (1997, 
2002, and 2008) and Choup’s (2008) theoretical frameworks to studying social movements, 
chapter four looks at how the LGBT community in both the Philippines and Singapore came 
together as one movement, and how the collective identity was created and used as a strategy to 
achieve the movement’s goals and advocacies. Questions such as how did the LGBT community 
in the Philippines and Singapore manage to work under one movement amidst their differences, 
was the collective identity really employed as a strategy of the movement itself to forward its own 
agenda, and what were the factors that influenced the organizers of the different LGBT 
movements to create and use the collective identity in a particular strategic will all be answered in 
the succeeding chapter.      
 
 












Chapter  IV. Unpacking the Stories: Looking at the relationship among the collective 
identity, strategy, and the movement  
 
“We are all in this, and/or that, together—women, men, homos, lesbians, bis, cross-dressers, transvestites, 
the effete and the effeminate, chain-belted dykes, nose-and-belly-ringed hip-hoppers, dreadlocked 
Rastafarians, Armani fashion-plates… So vive le difference!” (Danton Remoto) 
I. Unity Amidst Diversity 







As discussed earlier, Van Dyke and Cress (2006) argue that the internal structure of the 
organization and the external conditions surrounding the LGBT community allow a highly 
diverse set of sexual identities to come together as one collective movement.  Through an analysis 
of the events that took place before the establishment of Ang Ladlad, the past Pride Marches in 
the Philippines, PLU, and Pink Dot, I illustrate the various circumstances that facilitated for 
various sexual identities to ignore their differences and come together as one movement. 
Particularly, I put special emphasis on the supposed internal structure of the movement and the 
external conditions of the LGBT community that are said to pave the way for this image of unity 
amidst diversity which the LGBT movement is noted for.  
Ang Ladlad  
 Discrimination against the LGBT community continues to be present in the Philippine 
society due to the alleged lack of a specific legal apparatus that can serve as a deterrent against 
acts of bigotry against members of the LGBT community (Amojelar, 2004; Cueto, 1997). As 








such, Ang Ladlad’s founder highlights that members of the different gay and lesbian 
organizations decided to support the group’s formation so as to have a formal representation in 
HOR. As what Danton Remoto recalled,  
“Ang LGBT organizations, yung Library Foundation, that’s for HIV 
awareness. ‘Yun namang LAGABLAB, that’s for passing of the anti-
discrimination bill. ‘Yung Lesbian Association of the Philippines, for 
lesbian rights… yung STRAP, for transgender. None of them was [a] 
political organization, but [they] wanted people to run for party list. So 
sabi ko, teka muna, takbo na tayo ng party list. Panahon na…to run.” 
(The LGBT organization, the Library Foundation, that’s for HIV 
awareness. The LAGABLAB, on the other hand, that’s for passing the 
anti-discrimination bill. The Lesbian Association of the Philippines, for 
lesbian rights… the STRAP, for transgender. None of them was [a] 
political organization, but [they] wanted people to run for party list. So I 
said, wait, let’s now run as a party list. It’s time… to run.) 
 
It is worth nothing that Ang Ladlad’s emphasis to ensure that a (L)esbian, (G)ay, 
(B)isexual, and (T)ransgendered Filipino is represented in its organizational structure and 
composition seemingly allowed members of different LGBT organizations to come together and 
be part of the group. In the 2010 National Elections, the group’s nominees for the party list 
election represented the four major groups of the LGBT community, namely: Bemz Benedito 
(transgendered woman), Germaine Leonen (lesbian), Chris Lopera (bisexual), Naomi Fontanos 
(transgendered woman), and Jay Espinosa (gay man). Moreover, the past and present core 
members of the organization, such as Ging Cristobal (Lesbian Association of the Philippines and 
International Lesbian and Gay Association), Danton Remoto (a well-known LGBT activists), and 
Anne Lim (Galang-Inc), and among many others, all come from different existing LGBT groups, 
and thereby  creating an open and encompassing image of one unified collective body.   
The establishment of Ang Ladlad and the way it gathered the support of other LGBT 
activists and individuals seem to highlight Van Dyke and Cress’s argument (2006). The threat of 
discrimination and lack of legal safety nets pushed LGBT activists to unite, while the structural 
composition of Ang Ladlad—being an all-inclusive group—also helped LGBT Filipinos to forget 
their differences and see it as a gay and lesbian social movement organization which represents 
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the interests of all the sexual minorities. However, the case of Ang Ladlad also reveals how major 
ideological differences among LGBT activists can hinder the formation of the group—something 
which goes beyond the thesis of Van Dyke and Cress.  
Ang Ladlad was originally founded by five gay men. Four of them were from the 
Political Science Department of the University of the Philippines-Diliman, all of whom are 
believed to subscribe to the Marxist ideology of class conflict as well as known to advocate a 
bureaucratic and top-down structure for the group. Danton Remoto, on the other hand, was from 
the English Department of Ateneo de Manila University and was associated with the more liberal 
approach to LGBT activism. This difference was further highlighted as they attempted to discuss 
the specific details of the group, prompting the exit of three of the original members. As what 
Danton Remoto narrated,  
“nag-away away lang silang ng buong isang buwan at umalis na ang tatlo sa 
kanila. Si Jaime Doble lang ang naiwan at ‘yung tatlo… sino nga ba sila, hindi 
ko na talaga maalala yung mga pangalan nila… basta, umalis ‘yung tatlo.” ( 
They were just fighting with one another for that entire one month, with the three 
of them eventually leaving the group. It was only Jaime Doble who stayed and 
the three… who are they, I don’t even remember their names 
anymore…whatever, the three left). (Remoto, 2007) (you don;’t need to include 
the Tagalog) 
 
 Two years later, the remaining person who pushed for a Marxist approach to LGBT 
activism, Jaime Doble, also left the group due to his alleged irreconcilable differences with 
Danton Remoto and the mainstream approach to LGBT activism in the Philippines during those 
times. This is because Jaime Doble was a staunch believer of a highly radical approach to LGBT 
activism and his ideas always clashed with the liberal and assimilationist approach of Danton as 
well as the majority of the LGBT activists. Thus, Jaime Doble suffered the same fate of the other 
founding members, who disagreed with Danton Remoto’s idea on how Ang Ladlad should be 
directed. After the departure of Jaime Doble, Danton Remoto approached the other LGBT 
organizations and invited their members to help him in establishing and running Ang Ladlad. In 
the end, the people who answered Danton Remoto’s invitation were the same people whom he 
48 
 
has worked with before. These people share the same ideological approach to LGBT activism and 
have similar perspectives on how LGBT rights should be forwarded. 
 The departure of the four other founding members of Ang Ladlad highlights one of the 
shortcomings of Van Dyke and Cress’ argument. The threat of discrimination and the opportunity 
to have an LGBT voice in the Philippine Congress failed to push these individuals to let go of 
their differences.  Instead, the conflicting interests of the founding fathers only resulted in the 
departure of those people who were not able to reconcile their ideological differences with the 
majority. Moreover, those who joined and eventually stayed in Ang Ladlad are the ones whose 
ideological orientation and approach to LGBT activism matched Danton Remoto and the general 
sentiments of LGBT activism in the Philippines. This means only difference among the people 
who decided to work together in the group is their sexual identity, and their ideological and 




 Similar to what Van Dyke and Cress (2006) posits, external threats and issues 
confronting the sexual minorities in the Philippines seem to have also played a crucial role in 
allowing activists from different LGBT organizations to annually march together as one unified 
community. According to one of the 1994 Pride March organizers, the growing discrimination 
against the LGBT community and the prevailing typification of homosexuality as “those who 
frequent gay clubs in Malate”34 prompted activists to come together and participate in the first 
LGBT march in the country (Atadero, 2010). Different gay and lesbian organizations also took 
part in the succeeding marches due to a number of LGBT-related concerns, including the spread 
of HIV and AIDS among gay men, lack of support in the Philippine Congress for the Anti-
Discrimination Bill and increasing number of commercial establishments that do not allow 
transgendered individuals in their premises, among other issues.  These external threats, however, 
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 For this part of the paper, I would be using Pride Marches and LGBT Marches interchangeably.  
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 Refer to the earlier section on the history of Pride Marches in the Philippines 
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still failed to fully unite the LGBT community, as ideological differences among the activists and 
LGBT organizations seem to have impact on the composition of the Task Force Pride as well as 
those attending the march.   
The first Pride March was mainly organized and attended by the members of the left-
leaning PRO-Gay and the MCC-Philippines, although most of those who participated in the event 
did not show up in the succeeding marches. Oscar Atadero of PRO-Gay noted that their group 
was not invited to participate in the succeeding marches, but also clarified that they would not 
have attended these marches even if they were asked (Atadero, 2010). This is because Oscar’s 
group, PRO-Gay, advocates a highly political and leftist approach to LGBT marches. The 
marches headed by Jomar Fleras and the Reach-Out Foundation in 1996, 1997, and 1998, on the 
other hand, promoted a commercialized and assimilationist approach. The organizers of these 
three marches did not intend to use the Pride Marches to politically challenge the government, 
because they believed in a more celebratory and pro-active approach to conducting an LGBT 
march. Thus, Oscar and his group were allegedly excluded from the succeeding marches because 
of the concern that his group that PRO-Gay might create political animosity and havoc in the 
LGBT gathering.  
The succeeding marches were also affected by these ideological differences. From 1999 
up to 2005, the marches were organized by the so-called 2
nd
 wave of gay and lesbian activists 
who believe that the political advocacies of the LGBT movement should still be included in a 
highly celebratory event such as the Pride March. Thus, during those years, the flamboyant 
marches also included several political advocacies, including calls to pass the Anti-
Discrimination Bill in Congress. However, this particular approach alienated other previous 
supporters who share a different image of the march. The support that the Malate LGBT-friendly 
pubs extended to the 1996, 1997, and 1998 marches was not given to the organizers of these 
marches anymore. This is because the owners of these pubs did not believe in the approach 
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chosen by the organizers of the 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2005 marches. Thus, 
these owners simply preferred to boycott the event and “even punished them by deviating from 
their approach” (Atadero, 2010; Cristobal, 2010).  
The mutual relationship between the pub owners and the Pride March organizers was 
only revived recently because the coordinator of the TFP in 2008 and 2009 brought back the 
festive theme to the march. Being one of the LGBT club owners in Malate, he was more 
interested in the celebration of sexual diversity through the after-parties that front lined the Pride 
Marches in those years. Moreover, he and the other members of the TFP staged a more 
celebratory march, because they believed that LGBT Filipinos have already lost interest in 
fighting for different political advocacies that have dominated the previous marches. As what 
Rev. Ceejay Agbayani states, “Pagod na ang mga kapatid natin sa pakikibaka ng kung anu-
anong mga pinaglalaban ng mga bakla. Gusto na lang nilang mag-party!” (Our brothers and 
sisters are already fed up with the different things that the LGBT activists fight for. They just 
want to celebrate!) But similar to what happened in the past, these two recent marches were also 
ideologically driven and allegedly excluded other LGBT activists who had a different approach to 
the march. As such, another LGBT gathering was staged just several weeks before the 2009 Pride 
March
35
 in order to address the political issues that TFP neglected.   
The Philippine Pride Marches from 1994 to 2009 show that the different LGBT activists 
and organizations participated in the past marches because of various external threats. However, 
similar to Ang Ladlad, the unified image painted by the LGBT community in previous marches 
had some limitations. The organizers behind a specific march as well as the participants all shared 
the same ideological approach, while those who deviated were allegedly excluded and/or simply 
ignored the invitation from the organizers. This division in the Philippine Pride reveals that the 
conflicting interests and ideologies of several LGBT activists, individuals, and even organizations 
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were not at all forgotten even for just a while. Instead, such differences resulted in highly 
demarcated factions among the LGBT activists creating specific ideological labels per pride 
march—a case that is inconsistent with the argument of Van Dyke and Cress (2006).  
People Like Us (PLU) 
External threats and an increasing visibility of alternative sexualities in the modern era 
allowed different LGBT advocates in Singapore to come together as one collective action in the 
form of PLU.   Sexual minorities used to enjoy their own social landscapes, where they can freely 
interact with other gay men and women, although the government decided to limit and regulate 
these spaces in the 1980s in response to the AIDS hysteria (Tan & Lee, Imagining the Gay 
Community in Singapore, 2007). During this aggressive campaign, the police force raided various 
LGBT clubs and cruising places as well as arrested a number of gay men on the grounds of gross 
indecency and violation of 377A (Leong, 1997; Heng, 2001; Tan & Lee, 2007). Moreover, the 
Singaporean government tightened its control over the arts due to its belief that the theater and 
other forms of creative output have become a venue where the topic of homosexuality is freely 
tackled and discussed (Tan & Lee, 2007).      
The growing hostile environment for LGBT individuals in Singapore engendered a 
climate of insecurity, resulting in an exodus of several gay men and women. Although many still 
decided to stay and preferred to hide under the shadow of secrecy, there were a small number 
LGBTs who chose to act against the perceived government bias against the sexual minorities. As 
what is narrated about the history of PLU, “there was a feeling that something needed to be done 
about the severely oppressive conditions for gay people in Singapore” (Webmaster, History of 
PLU: the early years 1993 - 1996, 2003). This urge to protect themselves from discrimination and 
bigotry pushed LGBT individuals, and human rights advocates of different sexual identities and 
backgrounds to come together to discuss the possibilities of doing something concrete just like 
the weekly forums organized by PLU. The weekly forums became popular among educated and 
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concerned LGBTs because these discussions became a venue for them to freely express their 
sentiments about Singapore’s perceived oppressive environment and a place for them to have a 
support group.   
It should further be noted that the difficulty that PLU experienced in getting people to be 
the signatories of the organization’s application was attributed more to the danger of having their 
identity exposed to the general public, and not because of the ideological differences or 
conflicting advocacies of these people. The participants in the weekly LGBT forums, regardless 
of sexual orientation, race, and religion, fully supported the intention of the core members of PLU 
to register the organization as a society under the Society Act of Singapore. In fact, most of them 
expressed their approval and rallied behind the plan (Webmaster, History of PLU: the first 
registration attempt 1996-1997, 2003). However, most of them were also afraid to sign their 
names in the application because of the threat associated with it. Including their name in the 
application forms would expose their connection with PLU to the government and the public, and 
thereby could be used to destroy their reputation and credibility. But amidst such risk, Alex Au 
and Russell Heng were still able to find eight other individuals – four other gay men, two 
lesbians, and two straight supporters – willing to face the possible repercussions of their decisions 
because of the promises which a government-recognized PLU can do for the LGBT community 
in Singapore. These political opportunities and incentives allowed this diverse set of ten 
individuals (and their LGBT supporters) to forget their differences and the risk associated with 
being a signatory in group’s application.   
A small group of gay men, which eventually became a huge crowd of LGBT individuals 
and their straight supporters, abandoned their sexual, racial, and social differences in order to 
respond to a range of threats and concerns related to their sexual identities. They all came 
together so that the once perceived apathetic LGBT Singaporeans could finally have some sense 
of “gay consciousness”. Likewise, a group of ten gay and straight individuals braved themselves 
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by including their names in the PLU’s application because of political opportunities that would 
allow the organization to further its causes once it gets legally recognized in the Singaporean 
society. By being formally recognized as a society, PLU would be able to continue doing its 
advocacies without the need of doing them clandestinely as well as have a stronger voice in 
forwarding the general sentiments of the LGBT Singaporeans in several issues such as 377A, 




 By the time Pink Dot took place in Singapore, there were already numerous (informal) 
LGBT organizations in Singapore, including the Association of Gay Buddhists, Bear Society, 
People Like Us (PLU), among others. These organizations cater to different members ranging 
from LGBT individuals of various religious affiliations to different advocacies. However, despite 
the presence of a number of gay and lesbian organizations, many LGBT Singaporeans continue to 
be passive spectators in the battle against homophobia.   This is because most LGBT 
Singaporeans have chosen to distance themselves from participating in any gay-related gathering 
due to the fear of being exposed and ridiculed in society (Choa, Chua, Yong Ho, 2010). The 
conventional apathetic approach of LGBT Singaporeans towards various issues surrounding 
them, however, was overcome because of the threat of the AWARE Saga to the general well-
being and interests of gay men and women in the country. 
While it should be noted that the organizers never intended Pink Dot to be used as a 
vehicle to respond to the power struggle at AWARE, the event suddenly became a perfect venue 
for sexual minorities, regardless of sexual identity, racial and economic profile, religion, and even 
gay and lesbian organization affiliation, to come together and stand against what was perceived as 
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an attempt by a religious group to penetrate a secular organization to spread their homophobic 
beliefs. The threat posed by members of a conservative Christian church involved in the AWARE 
saga then triggered LGBTs Singaporean to focus their attention to Pink Dot and support the 
event.  As such, thousands of people participated in Pink Dot to show how LGBT Singaporeans 
believe in the freedom to love as well as to respond to the threat of groups planning to spread 
homophobia in the country.  
II. Formation and Use of Collective Identity as Strategy 
 Ang Ladlad 
 The creation of Ang ladlad came to being as a result of the lack of an LGBT organization 
that specifically caters to the legislative interest of the LGBT community in the Philippines. From 
the early 1990s up to the early 21
st
 century, different LGBT organizations have been set-up with 
various advocacies and objectives.  There was, however, no LGBT organization that primarily 
focuses on the legislative agenda of the community, and the founders of Ang Ladlad decided to 
fill this hole by establishing their organization.   The plan became more realistic after the 
electorate system provided an opportunity for the marginalized sectors to participate in the 
Philippine Congress through the introduction of the Party List System in 1998. As stated in 
Republic Act 7941, Section 2: 
 “The State shall promote proportional representation in the election of 
representatives to the House of Representatives through a party-list 
system of registered national, regional and sectoral parties or 
organizations or coalitions thereof, which will enable Filipino citizens 
belonging to marginalized and under-represented sectors, organizations 
and parties, and who lack well-defined political constituencies but who 
could contribute to the formulation and enactment of appropriate 
legislation that will benefit the nation as a whole, to become members of 
the House of Representatives”  (Republic Act No. 7941).  
 
 Being created as a sectoral representative of the sexual minorities, Ang Ladlad has been 
projected as the “official” LGBT organization that forwards the rights and legislative interests of 
its constituency under the existing 1987 Philippine Elections. That is why Ang Ladlad’s slogans 
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in the 2007 and 2010 elections—“Equal Rights and NOT Special Rights”  and “Pantay na 
Karapatan Para sa Lahat” (Equal Right[s] for Everyone) as well as the organization’s political 
platforms—both promote the importance of upholding the human rights of people regardless of 
their sexual orientation (Ang Ladlad, 2007; 2010). The usage of the human rights rhetoric is 
normal for an LGBT movement to use in advancing its advocacies in any society; after all, LGBT 
rights are heavily anchored in the precepts of the universal of human rights. A closer inspection 
of the organization’s collective identity, however, also suggests that Ang Ladlad’s decision to use 
the image of a gay and lesbian organization that fights for the basic (human) rights of the LGBT 
community can be seen as part of the strategy to get the support of both LGBT and non-LGBT 
individuals in the elections. 
  With the sexual minorities as its constituency, Ang Ladlad would have more difficulty in 
securing the support of non-LGBT individuals. For one, the Philippines is primarily a Christian 
country whose people are not that tolerant of the homosexual lifestyle (Ratzinger, 1986). The 
dominant religions, such as Roman Catholicism and other Christian denominations, present the 
homosexual lifestyle as immoral and should be avoided (Nocum, 2002). Thus, despite the 
perceived acceptance towards homosexuality, majority of the Filipinos are still non-accepting of 
the LGBT community
37
. Moreover, Filipinos usually equate LGBT rights with the introduction of 
radical laws, notably same-sex marriage, which remain to be perceived as a threat to the country’s 
moral fabric (Benedito, 2010; Cristobal, 2010; Leonen, 2010; Remoto 2007 and 2010). Hence, 
directly campaigning for LGBT rights could trigger widespread opposition in the Philippines and 
turn off possible supporters.  
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 Past research works and Gay-Websites present the Philippines as a country that tolerates homosexuality 
(See Garcia). Such perception is attributed to the fact that cross-dressing individuals freely walk the streets 
of the country, gay men and women seen on television shows, and there are no laws that penalize a person 
due to his or her sexual orientation. However, this tolerance does not necessarily equate to acceptance. 
While LGBT individuals are tolerated in the Philippines, many of them are still not accepted. This means 
that Filipinos, in general, still do not approve of their lifestyle.  
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 Furthermore, the officers of Ang Ladlad had to rally the support of a highly diverse 
LGBT community as their main constituents. Although the LGBT community in the Philippines 
is not as fragmented as compared with its counterparts in the West, many of the members are still 
divided on the different issues concerning them. Some Filipino gay men and women want the 
legal recognition of same-sex marriage, while others simply advocate for the passage of the Anti-
Discrimination Bill in the Philippine Congress (Remoto, 2010; Benedito, 2010). Moreover, some 
rich LGBT Filipinos do not even see the need for having an LGBT organization that fights for the 
legislative interests of the LGBT community (Leonen, 2010). Thus, Ang Ladlad had to be 
strategic with its advocacies so ensure the support of its intended constituency as well as the other 
non-LGBT voters.  
 In devising the plan to gather as much support that the organization can generate for the 
polls, the officers and candidates of Ang Ladlad used their background in human rights activism 
as the base of the group’s campaign slogans and advocacies. All of Ang Ladlad’s officers and the 
candidates they fielded for the 2007 and 2010 elections had participated in various LGBT 
Rights/Human Rights movements in the past. Through their past experience, they realized that the 
human rights rhetoric is a universal concept that is embraced by Filipinos in general. According 
to Germain Leonen, the fourth candidate in 2007 and second candidate in 2010 of Ang Ladlad, 
“human rights matter to everyone and Filipinos believe in its importance especially in a 
democratic country like ours. That is why we really capitalized on that concept” (Leonen, 2010).  
 True enough, Filipinos value the importance of human rights. Coming from a democratic 
country, Filipinos are taught to respect the rights of other people as stated in the Philippine 
Constitution (THE 1987 CONSTITUTION: Article III Bill of Rights, 1987). Moreover, the high 
regard that Filipinos place on respecting human rights can be attributed to the country’s value 
system which respects equality and justice, human dignity, and human rights (Gorospe, 1994). 
This means that most Filipinos naturally recognize the importance for people to experience 
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equality and justice, have a sense of human dignity and access to human rights. Indeed, Alfredo 
Nem Sing observes “that there is a tradition of human rights in the Philippines” (cited inTraer, 
1991). Moreover, Traer (1991) argues that a) Filipinos believe that human rights are inherent and 
should be available to everyone, and b) human rights are part of the Philippine history (Traer, 
1991). Thus, Filipinos, in general, acknowledge the importance of upholding the innate human 
rights of people and the ongoing struggle to have these rights.   
 However, the people behind Ang Ladlad were still cautious about the extent of how they 
can manipulate the notion of human rights in their advocacies. They know that many groups 
would oppose them if they will be fighting for the (special) rights of the LGBT community, such 
as pushing for the legalization of same-sex marriage and adoption policies. These (special) rights 
are still deemed beyond the basic precepts of human rights in the eyes of many Filipinos. What 
they needed, instead, was a more localized human right concept that would still allow many 
Filipinos—straight or not—to relate to their causes. Thus, Ang Ladlad’s main advocacy was 
narrowed down to the importance of having an equal access to human rights under the Philippine 
Constitution. This means group’s main advocacy centered on the principle of ensuring that the 
rights stipulated in the Philippine Constitution and Universal Declaration of Human Rights would 
be accessible to all regardless of their sexual orientation. As such, in arguing why such advocacy 
was chosen, Danton Remoto states, “Hindi kami narito para makipaglaban para sa same-sex 
union at kung ano pa yan para matalo. We’re here to win kaya we’ll be focusing on the 
advocacies that are still acceptable and appealing such as fighting for equal rights” (We are not 
here to fight for same-sex union and for other advocacies that would make us lose in the 
elections. We’re here to win, so we’ll be focusing on the advocacies that are still acceptable and 
appealing such as fighting for equal rights) (Remoto, 2010). That is why Ang Ladlad’s officers 
decided that the platforms of the group should focus on the passage of the Anti-Discrimination 
Bill and other basic rights deemed by the Philippine Constitution since this particular approach 
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would allow the organization to both cater to the interests of its constituents and possible other 
non-LGBT supporters.  
 Pride Marches 
 The first pride march was held to commemorate the incident at the Stonewall Inn that 
took place in 1969 (New York Pride March). By remembering how gay men resisted the alleged 
police brutality during the raid at Stonewall Inn, the first gay pride became an opportunity for the 
LGBT community to politicize society’s discrimination against them. Thus, the succeeding Pride 
Marches were seen as a space for LGBT individuals to fight for equal rights and protest the 
prejudices and intolerance that society has extended to them (McNair, 2009). However, as years 
went by, pride marches have become more festive and less political. In recent years, pride 
marches in the United States and other Western countries have witnessed a proliferation of LGBT 
marches that are purely celebratory, leaving its political advocacies aside (McNair, 2009). This 
fluid nature of the LGBT march suggests that its purpose changes across time and there is really 
no fixed guideline on how it should be conducted. Such divided approach to conducting the 
march has left pride organizers with different takes on how and why it should be staged, and the 
same dilemma has been present in the Philippines as well. 
 The Pride March in 1994 was filled with political and economic commentaries because 
the organizers believed that the march should be used to politically contest the incapability of the 
government in securing the rights of the LGBT individuals. As such, the first Pride March in the 
Philippines had protestors holding sign boards and other placards that have political 
commentaries against the political, economic, and social conditions of LGBT Filipinos. The Pride 
Marches from 1996 to 1998, on the other hand, chose the Pride March as a venue to promote 
unity in the LGBT community. In addition, it was chosen as a site to raise HIV/AIDS awareness 
among gay men since the organizers saw the march as a place where they can educate the LGBT 
community about one of the more pressing health issues confronting its members. Moreover, the 
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organizers decided to abandon the strong political character that was evident in the first Pride 
March and opted for a more celebratory mood instead so as to concentrate more on their goals for 
the march.  
 The Pride Marches organized by the early TFP, meanwhile, put up festive celebrations 
that were still tainted with political advocacies. These marches were staged in a flamboyant 
manner but still carried political advocacies, such as the passage of the Anti-Discrimination Act 
in Congress.  This is because most of the organizers of these marches, notably Ging Cristobal, 
Bruce Amoroto, Bubbles Reyes, and Naomi Fosato, were the same people who have been 
proponents of the Anti-Discrimination bill. That is why these activists used the marches as an 
extension of their LGBT activism. Lastly, the 2008 and 2009 Pride Marches have been noted for 
its purely celebratory character because the organizers believed that the LGBT march is a venue 
for sexual minorities to be proud of their sexual deviant identities (Agbayanni, 2010). These 
organizers believed that political activism no longer has a place in the march since LGBT 
individuals would rather celebrate their different sexual identities than lament and politicize them 
(Tan, 2010). 
    The different collective identities of the pride march reflect the way the pride march has 
always been used by the organizers to achieve their respective interpretation of the LGBT 
gathering. The first pride march was highly political because the goal of the organizers was to 
attack the government’s lack of initiative to end homophobia in the Philippines. The marches in 
1996 to 1999 presented a different way of staging the march because the organizers, coming from 
an NGO that focuses on HIV/AIDS issue, used the Pride Marches as a vehicle to further promote 
their advocacy. The organizers of the Pride Marches in 1999 to 2005, on the other hand, used the 
march to draw the government’s attention to their activism. Lastly, the marches in 2008 and 2009 
were used by the organizers to stage a march that is similar to what is happening in other 
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countries where the Pride March is more upbeat, celebratory, and less political, as owners of Gay 
Clubs and members of the new wave of LGBT activists in the Philippines. 
  Similar to the case of Ang Ladlad, the organizers of the Pride Marches in the Philippines 
from 1994 to 2000 created and used the collective identity of the march as a strategy to reach the 
goal they set for their respective marches. All the themes and focal points of the past marches 
were consistently created and utilized to achieve the organizers’ perceived purpose of the march. 
The political conditions surrounding the LGBT community, such as the growing stereotyped 
derogatory image of the bakla, the rising number HIV/AIDS cases, and the slow passage of the 
Anti-Discrimination Bill in the Philippine Congress, also played a role in the way the collective 
identity was used and created as a response to these issues. Moreover, the composition of the 
organizing committee influenced the way the collective identity was used to serve the purpose of 
the march. As shown in the earlier account of the Pride Marches from 1994 to 2009, the 
ideological beliefs of the organizing committee, which are locally and historically grounded, 
greatly affected the way the march was staged. 
 People Like Us (PLU) 
  It can be said that PLU was a product of a series of events that were organized to 
establish a “gay consciousness” among LGBT Singaporeans. From the very beginning, the people 
behind this organization have envisioned a creation of an LGBT group that would address the 
issues confronting the sexual minorities Singaporeans. Thus, these organizers conducted several 
gatherings that paved way for the creation of this organization through the form of weekly 
discussions and forums, education drive and fund-raising and other LGBT-related events, and 
even resorted to the registration of the group and its activity in the Registrar of Societies.  
 Registering the organization and its activity meant that the organization should send its 
formal application to the Registrar of Societies. According to the Society Act of Singapore, 
organizations should apply to the Registrar of Societies and follow the guidelines imposed by the 
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government (Societies Act). This technical process can be seen as part of the bureaucratic process 
which all applicants have to undergo. However, what seems to be the most important aspect of 
the application is conforming to the government’s rhetoric on the limits to the participation of 
non-government actors in Singapore. This means that the final decision to grant the application 
all depends on whether its objective and activities as an organization are consistent with the 
government’s discourses on civil/civic society38.  
 Since Singapore’s independence from the British in 1963, the People’s Action Party 
(PAP) has been in control of almost every human aspect in Singapore. Particularly, PAP has been 
critical about the extent of people’s political involvement in the public sphere. Through the years, 
however, there has been a so-called enlargement of this space because of the government’s 
attempt to liberalize the public’s political sphere.39 In 1991, Minister George Yeo invited the 
public to be more politically active by helping their fellow Singaporeans to be more patriotic and 
nationalistic as well as assisting the government to reach its aspirations for its citizens (Lee, 
2002). Specifically, Yeo was trying to energize the dormant civil society in Singapore to work 
hand-in-hand with the Singaporean government in inculcating the Singaporean idea
40
 in the 
minds of all the citizens. This Singaporean idea was created in order for the civil society to be 
seen more like a civic society that focuses its attention on molding Singaporeans the proper 
gesture and attitude that would result in a “harmonious society that embraces the founding 
principles of Singapore culture” rather than on lobbying, protesting, or campaigning. (Lee, 2002: 
98). As narrated by Russell Heng
41
, PLU had to use a non-radical and pro-active approach to its 
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 Russell Heng is considered as one of the two main officers of PLU. The other one is the famous LGBT 
advocate, Alex Au. 
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advocacy so as to conform to the civic society image that the Singaporean government requires to 
all organizations and individuals wanting to participate in the civil/civic society (Heng, 2010). 
 PLU’s objective mainly revolves around the idea of being a support group for LGBT 
Singaporeans. In its application and the succeeding appeal letters, PLU has always argued that its 
objective is hinged upon the reality that LGBT Singaporeans find it difficult to reach their 
potential and contribute to the development and goals of the state due to discrimination against 
them (Webmaster, History of PLU: the first registration attempt 1996-1997, 2003). In using the 
same image and discourses that the government forwards about what the civil/civic society ought 
to be, PLU further explained that what it aims to achieve is to help these demoralized and 
discriminated Singaporeans regain their self dignity and trust in the government so that they could 
fully participate in the various government’s initiatives that promote development and growth of 
the country. This assistance would be done through support systems, LGBT-related education and 
promotion campaigns, and other events that would help LGBT Singaporeans feel more proud of 
themselves and increase their self-esteem as citizens working in the country. Moreover, PLU 
clearly specified in both of its applications that it never intended to bring radical reforms, such as 
same-sex marriage which could trigger widespread opposition from several religious and cultural 
groups and disrupt the cultural harmony in Singapore. This is because the organization’s 
approach was tailored to the pro-active approach that is part of the government’s discourses on 
what civil society should be in Singapore. As what Russell Heng stated, “PLU’s goal was to be 
registered as a society in Singapore so that it would be granted the legal legitimacy to carry over 
its activity. We also had to follow and imitate the language of the state because it would be the 
only way our application would be granted” (Heng, 2010). 
 The officers of PLU created and used an image of a non-radical and pro-active LGBT 
organization to get the approval of the Singaporean government to grants its application to be a 
formal society in the country. This was strategically done to ensure that the group would gain the 
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government’s accreditation to be a legally recognized society. Moreover, conservative groups and 
politicians were taken into consideration to minimize any opposition to the group’s registration.
 Pink Dot 
 The idea of having the first public LGBT gathering in Singapore was conceived when the 
Singaporean government decided to loosen its control over the allotted space for public assembly 
in the country. As such, gay and lesbian activists decided to use this new opportunity to unite the 
LGBT community and send a powerful message that can lead to a cultural transformation
42
 in the 
Singaporean society. However, in order to achieve this objective, the organizers had to address 
two crucial problems: a) how to gather the highly apathetic and depoliticized LGBT Singaporeans 
and b) how to conduct an LGBT event that would be able to transmit a powerful message of 
cultural transformation without offending any group’s moral belief in the country.   
 In order to address these issues, the organizers of Pink Dot had to create an LGBT 
gathering that would both appeal to the LGBT Singaporeans and their other (possible) supporters 
or allies, while still working within the government’s limits to protest action.  In narrating the 
political involvement of the LGBT community, Jack Yong Ho
43
 lamented the fact that most 
LGBT Singaporeans are apathetic and have been depoliticized (Choa, Chua, Yong Ho, 2010). 
Singaporean gay men and women, in general, would choose to indulge themselves in leisurely 
activities, or frequent LGBT clubs rather than actively confront various issues surrounding them. 
This lack of initiative to participate in public demonstrations was one of the first few hurdles that 
the organizers had to overcome. As such, one of the first tasks they had to do was to make Pink 
Dot a pertinent aspect in the lives LGBT Singaporeans. In addition, they had to ensure that even 
non-LGBT Singaporeans would be able relate to the general message of the gathering, since these 
people can serve as additional supporters and alliances of Pink Dot.   
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 Jack Yong Ho, Dominic Chua, and Paerin Choa were part of the core committee that was behind the first 
and second Pink Dot.   
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 Furthermore, the organizers recalled that they had to be careful that no religious or ethnic 
groups would find their gathering and its message offensive; otherwise, the goal of creating 
cultural transformation would immediately be defeated. Being a multicultural society, Singapore 
is home to people of different religious and ethnic backgrounds. These different social 
backgrounds have their own set of beliefs which significantly influence the way people relate to a 
particular social cause such as LGBT activism (Tan, 2008). As such, the organizers had to 
critically take these differences into consideration as well as to resort to images and discourses 
which cut across the different racial, religious, and cultural profiles of Singaporeans to ensure that 
their message would be acceptable under the principles of various beliefs systems in Singapore.  
 For instance, the theme on freedom to love and be loved was employed because of its 
universal and broad appeal. By using this general and broad concept of celebrating love, the 
organizers were able to create statements that are consistent with the beliefs of the different 
religious and cultural divisions in Singapore, while still asserting the need to learn how to 
understand and tolerate the LGBT individuals in society. As what Jack Yong Ho narrated, having 
a broad objective allowed the event to sensitively acknowledge the diverse cultural, political, and 
religious backgrounds of their intended audience (LGBT individuals and Singaporeans) (Choa, 
Chua, Yong Ho, 2010).  Moreover, the inclusion of the different cultural presentations in the 
program could be seen as part of the strategy of the organizers to convey its message across the 
different racial divisions in Singapore. As what Dominic Chua mentioned, “we included these 
[cultural] presentations because we wanted to imitate the same discourses that the government 
uses in promoting the concept of racial harmony, so that the program would be more acceptable 
to the eyes of Singaporeans” (Choa, Chua, Yong Ho, 2010). 
 It is also worth noting that the organizers’ conscious efforts to imitate the government’s 
language and political discourses proved to be an important aspect in preparing for the Pink Dot.  
The organizers used the local discourses and rhetoric on state-building in promoting Pink Dot’s 
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advocacies to allow people to further relate and see these objectives with much credibility. This 
particular approach was employed when the concept of the family was used as the theme for the 
second Pink Dot.  Throughout the country’s modern history, the authorities have always 
reiterated the importance of the family in creating individuals with the proper attitude to 
contribute to the vision of the government as the basic building block of the Singaporean nation 
(George, 2000). In addition, the familial support in the life of LGBT Singaporeans is also crucial 
to make sure that these sexual minorities would feel that they are accepted and tolerated in 
society. Therefore, the decision to use the concept of the family to be the second Pink Dot’s main 
theme made it easier for the organizers to connect with both LGBT and non-LGBT Singaporeans 
since it conflated the common government rhetoric on the family as well as its importance in 
promoting LGBT acceptance and tolerance in the country.   
 Last, the very concept of the Pink Dot as the mascot, official image, and even as an 
extended statement of the gathering was also used by the organizers because of its political 
relevance to Singapore. In 1998, former President Habibie of Indonesia referred to Singapore as 
the “Little Red Dot” in Southeast Asia, and subsequently gained attention among its citizens.  
Thus, in order to present an image of Singapore that is also familiar with its people, the 
organizers decided to play with the concept by making it as a “pink dot,” which symbolizes the 
openness of this little country to the LGBT community. That is why the image, mascot, and even 
the formation of the pink dot in the end were conceptualized by the organizers in order to further 
intensify the message that the movement wanted to send across Singapore.   
 Similar to Ang Ladlad, the past Pride Marches in the Philippines, and PLU, the 
organizers of Pink Dot also created and used its collective identity as a strategy to achieve its goal 
of cultural transformation. From the very beginning, the organizers already anticipated that 
religious and other conservative groups in Singapore would immediately dismiss their message if 
it offended their own belief system. Moreover, the Singaporean government would reprimand 
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them if their gathering would spark any racial or religious tensions. Thus, as pointed out by 
Bernstein (1997, 2002, 2008), the organizers decision to employ a peaceful image of LGBT 
gathering that celebrate love and support of family, which are both universally accepted in 
Singapore. Moreover, the way the concepts of love and support were used to connect to all of 
their audience also reiterates Choup’s (2008) argument. The organizer felt that it would be 
stronger if their strategy is actually locally rooted because of the sense of familiarity that such 
rootedness brings about. Thus, they employed the very discourses that religious organizations and 




















Chapter V. Discussion and Conclusion 
I. Synthesis 
 Previous research endeavors had explored the relationship between collective identity and 
activists’ strategy, yielding remarkable insights on how these two concepts are intricately 
connected. However, no studies have been conducted to document and analyze this relationship 
in a specific movement in Southeast Asia.   As such, I decided to embark on this research with the 
hope that I shall be able to look at how the collective identity of an LGBT movement 
organization in Southeast Asia is related to the activists’ strategy, and produce analyses that 
would be able to go beyond the traditional “western-centric” cases found in the current literature.  
My examination of the gay and lesbian social movement organizations in the Philippines 
and Singapore allowed me to assess dominant Western frameworks to studying collective 
behavior outside their conventional country and regional cases. Specifically, my work on Ang 
Ladlad, the past Pride Marches in the Philippines, PLU and Pink Dot suggests three specific 
points which validate and extend existing understanding on a) the dynamics and limitations for a 
highly diverse group of people, such as the LGBT community, to come together as one unified 
movement, b) the way collective identity is created as part of the activists’ strategy to reach their 
objectives and c) the factors that influence how the collective identity gets integrated in the 
group’s strategy. 
Van Dyke and Cress’s theoretical framework (2006) posits that a highly diverse group of 
activists, such as the LGBT movement, could abandon their sexual, racial, and cultural 
differences because of the internal structure of the movement or organization as well as the 
external conditions that surround and concern the group.  Through my analysis of how different 
LGBT and human rights activists came together to form and establish Ang Ladlad, the different 
Pride Marches in the Philippines, PLU, and Pink Dot, I was able to demonstrate how different 
sexual, racial, and cultural differences were indeed abandoned due to organizational structure as 
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well as the opportunities and threats that these individuals confronted along their LGBT-related 
advocacy work.  
The opportunity to gain more influence in the policy-making process in the Philippines as 
well as the possibility of passing the Anti-Discrimination Bill allowed various LGBT and human 
rights activists to set aside their various backgrounds and specific advocacies to support Ang 
Ladlad during the 2007 and 2010 polls. Similarly, human rights advocates and concerned LGBT 
Singaporeans also abandoned their sexual, racial, and even religious differences so that the LGBT 
community would have a stronger support group and voice in the Singaporean society through the 
registration of PLU as a society. The Pride Marches in the Philippines and the Pink Dot, on the 
other hand, have now became a venue for LGBT individuals, regardless of race, class and even 
sexual identities, to annually come together to confront growing issues on discrimination, 
HIV/AIDS, and of the lack of interest by the lawmakers to pass laws that would protect the sexual 
minorities from prejudice and bigotry.  
Furthermore, these four cases illustrate that the internal structure of the LGBT 
organization facilitated for people to overcome their differences to work together as one group. 
Ang Ladlad presented itself as a gay and lesbian organization that represents the legislative 
interests of the entire LGBT community by fielding party list nominees from the four 
subcategories of the group, namely: gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgender. The Task Force Pride 
as well as the organizers of PLU and Pink Dot also opened their door to everyone who believes in 
their causes. Their membership was not limited to the LGBT community, and anyone who 
wanted to help was welcomed to participate in their events.  
This unity amid diversity, however, seems limited in the Philippines. Unlike the 
Singaporean cases, the LGBT activists in the Philippines found it harder to let go of their 
ideological differences despite the threats or opportunities confronting them. As what took place 
in Ang Ladlad, the LGBT activists, who clashed with the ideological approach of the majority, 
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subsequently left the group. These individuals were not able to reconcile their differences and 
overlook their conflicting views despite a good opportunity to further the influence of LGBT 
activism in the Philippines.  
The different pride marches also reveal these irreconcilable differences among the 
organizers. From the very beginning, LGBT marches in the Philippines have been organized by a 
specific group of gay and lesbian activists who share the same vision and purpose of the march. 
Meanwhile, LGBT activists who have a different approach have purposively declined to 
participate in the march or have allegedly been excluded in the past. Thus, it is not surprising that 
the members of PRO-Gay, who were allegedly excluded in a number of previous Pride Marches, 
resorted to staging their own LGBT March in Baguio City, where they were able to continue with 
their highly political and leftist Pride Marches.  
My findings, notably about the two cases in the Philippines, therefore reveal that the 
internal structure and external conditions surrounding these gay and lesbian activists do not 
necessarily remove the divisions among the members of a highly diverse group such as the LGBT 
movement. Rather, my research highlights that these divisions are more easily set aside in places 
where the threat is more pronounced and activists are more flexible to include other ideologies. 
As shown in the case of Singapore, the LGBTs were able to abandon their differences compared 
with their counterparts in the Philippines because of a more salient discrimination against sexual 
minorities. It should be noted that the Singaporean society is perceived to be less accepting and 
tolerant as shown through the government’s vague anti-homosexual rhetoric, its existing anti-
sodomy law and the presence of highly vocal conservative groups. The Philippines, on the other, 
does not have that many institutions that specifically ostracize the LGBT community. 
Second, my analysis of Ang Ladlad, the past Pride Marches, PLU, and Pink Dot supports 
Bernstein’s (1997, 2002, 2008) model that the collective identity of an LGBT organization is used 
as part of the activists’ strategy to achieve their goals and advocacies. The image of Ang Ladlad 
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as a sectoral organization was intentionally created so that the group will be able to participate in 
the party list election and have the chance to represent the LGBT community at the HOR. In 
addition, the activists’ the decision to anchor the group’s campaign slogan and platforms in the 
human rights rhetoric was made to get the support of both LGBT and non-LGBT voters. The 
nominees of Ang Ladlad for both elections knew that they needed to ensure that their political 
advocacies would be acceptable in the eyes of the general public, and focusing on the well-
accepted concept of human rights as prescribed by the Philippine Constitution would make their 
causes more justifiable.  
Likewise, the organizers of the previous Pride Marches also used a collective identity that 
would reflect their personal take on how such LGBT gathering should be staged. The first march 
was highly political and leftist in character because the organizers wanted the public gathering to 
be a vehicle for the LGBT community to criticize the Philippine government’s perceived failure 
to protect and forward the socio-economic interests of the sexual minorities in the country. 
Moreover, the succeeding collective identities were used by the organizers to serve their own 
understanding of the purpose of the march. The promotion of HIV/AIDS, anti-discrimination bill, 
and even the fun-filled celebratory marches were all consistent with the view of the organizers 
about LGBT marches as what is explained in the fourth chapter of this thesis.  
My analysis of the Singaporean cases also demonstrates that the respective collective 
identities of PLU and Pink Dot were used as part of the strategy to achieve the activists’ goals. 
With the objective of being registered as a society, the people behind PLU had to work its way 
within the space created by the Singaporean government for civil society actors. This means that 
the concept of PLU as a support group for sexual minorities in the country was created to ensure 
that the organization’s image would be consistent with the promulgated gestural politics 44 
                                                          
44
 According to the rhetoric of the Singaporean government, civil society actors should see themselves as 




approach to civil society and be able to strictly follow the government’s OB-markers45 (Lee, 
2002). In addition, the PLU’s decision to employ a radical approach to LGBT activist was made 
to convince the government and other conservative institutions that the group does not pose any 
harm to the society’s moral fabric.  
Pink Dot’s image of a peaceful gathering by open-minded individuals was also created to 
ensure that the event would be able to reach its objective.   As what is shown in Chapter Four, the 
organizers believed that it had to a) attract members of a “depolicized” and apathetic LGBT 
community and b) come up with a message that would be deemed acceptable to different racial, 
religious and political institutions in Singapore for the event to be considered successful. Thus, a 
peaceful gathering that focused on the concept of the freedom to love and be loved regardless of 
one’s sexual orientation was staged to ensure that the event would still be able express the general 
sentiment of the LGBT community without neither gaining notoriety from the authorities nor 
offending any societal belief.  
Third, my analysis also demonstrates that the decision of the organizers to strategically 
use the movement’s collective identity was affected by several internal and external factors. 
Bernstein (1997) argues that the political conditions, organizational structure, and the 
movement’s opponents affect the way the collective identity is used as a strategy of the 
movement. This is because these factors play a major role so that the movement’s advocacies 
would be met. The political conditions, such as opportunities and constraints imposed on the 
movement, would determine the way its collective identity would be created. Moreover, the 
organizational structure, notably the movement’s composition, and its opponents play a factor 
since they contribute to the dynamics of how the movement responds to the attacks or counter-
arguments presented by counter-movements.   
                                                          
45
 In order to ensure that the Singaporean authorities will still have control over the political space given to  
civil society actors, the government created  invisible markers (OB-markers) that specify the limitation of 
political participation in the country (See Lee (2002) and Tan (2005, 2008)).   
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My findings reveal that the organizers’ decision to use human rights, civic/civil society 
rhetoric, and the concepts of love and family as part of their group’s collective identity was 
reached because of the existing political limitations and accepted discourses in their respective 
countries. In both places, the LGBT groups and events were created in response to the political 
opportunities presented to the activists. The creation of Ang Ladlad was inspired by the 
introduction of Party List System in the Philippine Electorate, while PLU’s bid was realized due 
to the possibility of registering the group as a formal member of the Singaporean society. The 
past Pride Marches were staged because of the freedom to conduct public gatherings in the 
Philippines, while the concept of Pink Dot was organized following the so-called liberalization of 
the Speaker’s Corner. All of these political openings therefore allowed the activists to establish 
their groups and organize their respective LGBT-related events.  
However, my research also shows the limits to these political opportunities, as activists 
still had to work their way within the parameters set by the government as well as their perceived 
“opponents”. As shown in all the four cases, the LGBT activists had to take into consideration all 
of the different stakeholders involved in their respective advocacies. People behind Ang ladlad, 
Pride March, PLU and Pink Dot had to follow government guidelines and social norms, and 
thereby adjusting their respective collective identities with their country’s political and social 
systems. In addition, the activists had to anticipate possible hurdles as well as possible opposition 
or counter-movements in creating the collective identity of their respective groups or events. Both 
the Philippines and Singapore are Asian countries whose population is perceived to be still 
traditional and conservative, and members of conservative religious groups in both places see any 
LGBT-related organization or gathering as a threat to society’s moral fabric. Therefore, people 
behind Ang Ladlad, PLU, and Pink Dot carefully considered these factors in creating their 
respective collective identities, as shown in Chapter Four.  
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Last, my analysis supports how the different strategies employed by identity-based social 
movements are historically and socially grounded. According to Choup (2008), the collective 
action frame of a social movement is typically anchored in the local’s discourses and history of 
political engagement because it breeds a sense of familiarity, and thereby making the chosen 
strategy more legitimate in the eyes of many. True enough, my findings show that the collective 
identities of the four organizations were strategically anchored in local discourses of political 
engagement.  
The organizers and candidates of Ang Ladlad decided to include the concepts of human 
rights, justice, and equality in the group’s collective identity because of their perceived 
importance and value in the Philippine society. Similarly, PLU and Pink Dot’s means of 
strategically using their collective identity to achieve their goals were also rooted in local 
discourses. Coming from a society where the government’s discourses have been seen as the 
rationale behind the society’s norms and even belief system, the organizers of PLU and Pink Dot 
decided to use the very language and approach which the authorities have used in governing the 
country. As discussed in Chapter Four, the concepts of “gestural politics” and “pro-active 
approach” were included in PLU’s political engagement, while the notion of love and family 
were purposively integrated in of Pink Dot’ theme so that the two LGBT-related events would be 
able to imitate and echo the government’s stance on political participation and nation-building, 
and thereby justifying their respective causes in the Singapore society.       
Implications: 
 Through this thesis, I was able to explore how LGBT organizations in the Philippines and 
Singapore created and used their respective collective identities as part of their strategies to 
achieve their chosen goals and advocacies. My analyses on Ang Ladlad and the past Pride 
Marches in the Philippines as well as the PLU and Pink Dot in Singapore validated and supported 
the theoretical frameworks by Van Dyke and Cress (2006), Bernstein (1997, 2002, 2008), and 
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Choup (2008) in understanding the link between collective identity and activists’ strategies. 
However, my research on the four cases also reveals the limitations that these frameworks have in 
explaining the dynamics between the two aforementioned social movement concepts.  
In attempting to understand the factors which facilitated for LGBT activists to come 
together despite their different backgrounds and dissimilar ideological approaches to activism, I 
was able to illustrate how the factors laid down by Van Dyke and Cress (2006) fail to explain the 
inability of gay and lesbian advocates in the Philippines to overcome their ideological differences. 
While determining the possible factors which hindered Filipino LGBT activists to let go of their 
contrasting approaches is beyond the scope of this thesis, my research is able to open the 
possibility of adding more plausible variables in the equation posited by Van Dyke and Cress 
(2006), or even challenging it using cases outside the conventional scope of studying identity-
based social movements.   
Furthermore, my research illustrates how Bernstein’s (2002) PIM should be 
complemented with Choup’s (2008) CAF Model in figuring out how activists construct and 
employ the collective identity of their respective social movement organization, and thereby 
highlighting the importance of local peculiarities in better understanding the relationship of the 
aforementioned concepts. Through this thesis, I was able to highlight how the collective identity 
of an LGBT organization is strategically crafted and used as part of the activists’ strategy based 
on the prevailing local political and social rules of engagement. All the four LGBT organizations 
covered in this research show how activists had to tailor their respective organization’s collective 
identities to what is deemed acceptable in the eyes of the different stakeholders in the state. 
Highlighting the relevance of local peculiarities in the relationship between collective identity and 
activists’ strategy therefore compels students of social movements to look deeper at the so-called 
“political environment” as well as to historically and socially dissect the possible variables 
affecting dynamics between the two aforementioned concepts. As such, questions pertaining to 
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the extent of political participation in a specific location, local understanding of a specific identity 
and the way the state controls it as well as specific language of contention, among other things, 
will be good starting points for future researchers.  
 Lastly, this thesis opens the door for researchers to bridge the study of social movements 
with regional studies or comparative politics. Area studies scholars and comparativists oftentimes 
argue that the there is a “common identity” which binds different countries into one group or 
category. While this “commonality” may come in various forms, future researchers might want to 
explore the possibility of using this assumption in area or comparative studies to identity a 
specific set of factors which can explain how activists of a specific identity-based social 
movement (organization) in an “established region or places” with the same “political structure or 
environment” create and employ their group’s collective identity to achieve their objectives and 
advocacies. Therefore, countries classified as “developmental states” by comparativists or 
regions, such as the Balkans in eastern Europe as well as Southeast Asia, may prove to be 
fascinating places where to apply the connection between collective identity and the strategy of 
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